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Abstract
The Florida Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) is developing programs targeting firsttime nonviolent offenders who might benefit from community-based treatment and positive
youth development to prevent these individuals from becoming adult criminals. Thus, the DJJ
seeks new and innovative ways to prevent juvenile delinquency and reduce recidivism among
first-time nonviolent offenders. The present study aimed to evaluate the Hope 4 Boys program, a
juvenile diversion program that addresses the academic and social-emotional needs of juvenile
delinquents. The study examined how participation in the program is associated with changes in
participants’ levels of hope for the future, life satisfaction, and resiliency during seven weeks. A
mixed-methods study was utilized because it allowed for quantitative and qualitative data to be
collected from youth who participated in the program. The mixed-methods study included 22
participants who completed the Children’s Hope Scale (CHS), the Student Life Satisfaction
Scale (SLSS), and the Youth Risk and Resilience Inventory (YRRI) at pre-intervention and postintervention. Eight out of 22 participants completed qualitative interviews. Findings from paired
sample t-tests indicated that youth participating in the Hope 4 Boys program experienced
significant increases in hope, life satisfaction, and resilience scores from pre-intervention to postintervention. Correlational analyses indicated no significant relationship between a youth’s risk
factors and their changes in hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency scores over time. However,
results showed a moderate and positive relationship between participants’ life satisfaction and
hope for the future; and a moderate and positive relationship between youth resiliency and hope
for the future. In addition, the thematic analysis of the qualitative interviews indicated that youth
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believed the program impacted them positively by providing them with mentorship, academic
support, opportunity to build new friendships, an escape from home, extracurricular activities,
and the skills to become a G.R.O.W.N. man. The evaluation study findings support the
continuous implementation of the Hope 4 Boys program to improve positive youth development
for youth involved with the juvenile justice department. Implications for research and practice
are discussed.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Juvenile delinquency is a significant social concern in the United States. In 2019, an
estimated 696,620 juveniles under the age of eighteen were arrested, and thirty-two percent
(223,000) of those juveniles were children under the age of 15 (OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book,
2021). Between 2010 and 2019 there has been a 58% reduction in child arrests (OJJDP Statistical
Briefing Book, 2021). Arrest data currently shows that males make up sixty-nine percent of
juveniles arrested (OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book, 2021). However, there has been a relative
decline in juvenile male arrest rates in the last ten years (OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book, 2021).
Furthermore, female arrests have increased over the years while overall juvenile arrests rates
have seen a decline (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).
Although some acts of delinquent behavior can be viewed as a regular part of juvenile
development, if delinquent behavior is not identified and treated early on, it could lead to severe
and damaging consequences (Reynolds et al., 2011). Cohen (1998) estimates that a delinquent
youth who subsequently continues committing criminal acts into adulthood costs taxpayers
approximately $1.3 to $1.5 million in external costs. It has been estimated that it costs on
average $88,000 per year to incarcerate a juvenile (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2011). In part,
due to the high cost of incarcerating a delinquent, Florida’s juvenile system and local
communities are developing action plans to prevent and intervene in juvenile delinquency
through implementing community-based diversion programs. Cohen and Piquero (2009)
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concluded that intervening in the life of high-risk youth by the age of 18 years old could save
society between $2.6 to $4.4 million dollars. With the development of community prevention
programs, juvenile diversion programs, and other alternatives to confinement, society may see
high payoffs if these programs are found to be effective.
Due to the prevalence and detrimental impact of juvenile offending on the individual,
family, and community, a logical goal is to identify and develop effective treatment options for
juvenile delinquents1. Toward this goal, the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) is
trying to target first-time nonviolent offenders who could benefit from community-based
treatment and positive youth development to prevent having these individuals from become
career criminals (OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book, 2021). The juvenile justice system is set up to
provide an array of services to this population of youth from various state and community
agencies. Services offered include family counseling, residential treatment, child welfare
services, probationary services, and mental health services. Currently, the DJJ system is looking
for new and innovative ways to prevent juvenile delinquency and reduce recidivism among firsttime nonviolent offenders.
One diversion program currently being utilized to serve youth involved in the juvenile
justice system in Tampa, FL, is Hope 4 Boys. Hope 4 Boys is a strength-based intervention
program for at-risk boys who have had contact with the juvenile justice system. The purpose of
the program is to improve character development and provide community service opportunities,
academic enrichment, mentoring, and participation in extracurricular activities. Approximately
250 boys have been served by the program (K. Babb, personal communication, June 26, 2019),
but no formal research has examined outcomes for those who have participated in the program.
1

Although the term “juvenile delinquent” is arguably pejorative, lead researchers in this area (e.g., Regoli) have
retained use of this colloquial term. Thus, the term “juvenile delinquent” has been used—with some reservations—
throughout this document in order to be consistent with existing and current literature.
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The current study was the first to examine participation in the Hope 4 Boys program and
participants’ beliefs about hope, life satisfaction, and resilience pre- and post-participation. The
study addressed this need by determining if the program is helping at-risk and delinquent youth
develop resiliency traits that will decrease their maladaptive behaviors and improve relationships
with others at home, school, and in the community.
Definition of Key Terms
At-risk youth. A child or group of youth under the age of 18 who are considered to have
a high probability of experiencing behavioral, academic, and social-emotional problems
(Keating, Tomishima, Foster, & Alessandri, 2002).
Diversion programs. Intervention approaches that are used to redirect youth away from
formal processing in the juvenile justice system while still holding them accountable for their
actions (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention).
Hope. The ability to obtain future goals as a function of one’s sense of agency and ability
to generate multiple pathways relevant to goal attainment (Snyder et al., 1997).
Juvenile. A person under the age of 18 years old at the time of his/her criminal offense
(Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention).
Juvenile delinquent/juvenile delinquency. A legal term used for behavior that is
committed by an individual 18 years of age or younger that violates a state’s penal code (Regoli
& Hewitt, 2000). Examples of acts of juvenile delinquency are theft, arson, assault, robbery, and
rape (Regoli & Hewitt, 2000).
Juvenile justice system. A system created to process youth who are convicted of
criminal offenses. The goal of the system is to hold juveniles accountable for their behavior and
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assist the juvenile and his or her family in developing skills to prevent crime (Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention).
Protective factor. A factor that increases the probability of a positive outcome to occur
even in environments of risk (Gabalda et al., 2010).
Life satisfaction. One’s subjective assessment of the overall quality of one’s life as a
whole (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999).
Risk factor. A factor that increases the likelihood of experiencing a negative outcome,
such as a social, emotional, or behavioral problem (Gabalda, Thompson, & Kaslow, 2010). The
risk factors examined/counted in this study include: school place violence, bullying, family
violence, peer rejection, fearfulness, unsafe neighborhoods, depressive feelings, and abusive
experiences.
Recidivism. A measurement of the rate at which offenders commit other crimes, either
by arrest or conviction baselines, after being released from incarceration (Juvenile Justice, 2000).
Resilience/resiliency. The process or the ability of a person or system to withstand or
recover from significant challenges (i.e., trauma, tragedy, etc.) that threaten the person’s
stability, viability, or development (Masten, 2007).
Purpose of Study
This study used a mixed-methods design to evaluate the Hope 4 Boys juvenile diversion
program, a strengths-based intervention program for at-risk boys. The purpose of the program is
to provide character development, community service opportunities, academics, mentoring, and
participation in extracurricular activities. The study examined changes in hope, life satisfaction,
and resilience before and after participating in the Hope 4 Boys program. This evaluation of the
Hope 4 Boys program will help determine if the program is helping at-risk and delinquent youth
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develop resiliency traits that will decrease their maladaptive behaviors and improve relationships
with others at home, school, and in the community. The program evaluation also aimed to
provide feedback and recommendations to the Hope 4 Boys staff for future program
implementation. The following goals were developed: 1) to understand the effects of Hope 4
Boys program on positive youth outcomes; 2) to understand the Hope 4 Boys experience and
impact on youth from the perspective of program participants. To address these goals, the
following research questions and hypotheses were developed.
Research Questions
This evaluation study answered the following research questions:
1. Do participants in the Hope 4 Boys program self-report changes in their beliefs
about, hope, life satisfaction, and resilience from pre-intervention to postintervention?
Hypothesis 1: Participants will report a significant increase on their rating
of hope as measured by the Children’s Hope Scale (CHS) from preintervention to post intervention.
Hypothesis 2: Participants will report a significant increase on their rating
of life satisfaction as measured by the Brief Multidimensional Students’
Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS) from pre-intervention to postintervention.
Hypothesis 3: Participants will report a significant increase in resiliency as
measured by the Youth Risk and Resiliency Inventory (YRRI) from preintervention to post-intervention.
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2. What is the relationship between participant’s pre-intervention risk score on the
Youth Risk and Resiliency Inventory and changes in hope, life satisfaction, and
resilience from pre- to post-intervention?
Hypothesis: There will be a negative relationship between participants’
pre-intervention level of risk and positive change on the measures of life
satisfaction, hope, and resilience.
3. How do Hope 4 Boys participants describe their experiences in the program and
its impact in their lives?
Hypothesis: The vast majority of participants will express that they had a
positive experience in the Hope 4 Boys program. Specifically, they will
share that the program helped improve their academics, peer and personal
relationships, and outlook on life.
Contributions to the Literature
Juvenile offending is a pressing social problem that can have significant, long-term
negative implications for the individual, the family, and the community. As such, it has become a
priority to identify and implement efficacious interventions for juvenile offenders. Very few
juvenile diversion programs have been evaluated and successfully treated and reduced recidivism
among juvenile offenders. Because of this, there is an urgent need to identify effective treatment
programs for juvenile delinquents. Establishing effective treatment and rehabilitation programs is
essential in reducing delinquent behaviors and lowering recidivism rates. The present study
helped extend upon the research that has already been conducted on juvenile diversion programs
by explicitly evaluating the effectiveness of the Hope 4 Boys diversion program. This is the first
study that examined whether Hope 4 Boys program impacts youth’s positive development over
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seven weeks using quantitative and qualitative data. Specifically, the study added to the existing
literature by conducting more targeted analyses of the impact of Hope 4 Boys program on youth
males’ hope, life satisfaction, and resilience, assisting with identifying the program’s overall
effectiveness and informing decision-making for the operation of diversion programs. Evaluating
the effectiveness of diversion programs will assist with creating and identifying the needed
program components to create effective evidence-based programs. Furthermore, this evaluation
helped identify treatment effectiveness with diverse populations of youth and communities.
Importance of the Study to School Psychologists
The topic of juvenile delinquency should be of importance to school psychologists
because of the association between juvenile delinquency and several youth outcomes such as
academic failure, school dropout, substance abuse, mental illness, sexual promiscuity, future
criminal behavior, and high rates of unemployment (Borduin & Schaeffer, 1998). Research has
found that academic failure is associated with juvenile delinquency and a youth’s academic
success acts as a protective factor against delinquency (Foley, 2001). The Coalition for Juvenile
Justice (2001) states that 80% of the juveniles and adults involved in the legal system have
experienced school failure or dropout. The education system and community programs for youth
are ideal settings to implement early prevention and intervention for at-risk youth. Thus, it is
vital to identify efficacious prevention and interventions programs that can be utilized during
and/or after school for students who are at-risk or currently involved in the juvenile justice
system. As a school psychologist, it will be important to ensure that equal distribution of school
resources is occurring in order to help students and their families who are at a disadvantage in
gaining access to community and school resources. The youth involved in the juvenile system
need various services. The school psychologist can work with and partner with the community
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agencies to make sure that these youth are getting what they need to prevent further criminal
activity.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
This chapter begins with a review of the literature on the various theoretical perspectives
on why and how delinquent behaviors are developed. Specifically, social learning theory, general
strain theory, and labeling theory are reviewed. The next section in this chapter covers the
various risk and protective factors associated with the development of juvenile delinquency and
how the cumulative effects of several risk factors are associated with adverse outcomes in a
juvenile’s life. The chapter will conclude with a review of interventions programs for first-time
juvenile offenders and the existing empirical support for their effectiveness in preventing future
delinquent behaviors.
Delinquency Theories
Every juvenile delinquent2 has a unique set of factors (i.e., biological, familial,
environmental, and social-emotional) that contribute to the development and maintenance of
their delinquent behaviors. In order to identify the best treatment option for a juvenile delinquent,
researchers need to understand the theoretical underpinnings of how and why delinquent
behaviors are developed. A host of theories have attempted to explain the development of
delinquent behaviors. These include labeling theory, social learning theory, and strain theory,
which are discussed next.
Social learning theory. Social Learning Theory was proposed by Akers (2009) based on
prior work by Bandura (1978). Social Learning Theory explains how delinquent behavior is

2Although

the term “juvenile delinquent” is arguably pejorative, lead researchers in this area (e.g., Regoli) have
retained use of this colloquial term. Thus, the term “juvenile delinquent” has been used—with some reservations—
throughout this document in order to be consistent with existing and current literature.
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learned and reinforced. This theoretical premise is used within the fields of sociology,
psychology, and criminology; it is important in the development of prevention and intervention
programs. Social Learning Theory is based on the idea that the development of a person’s
identity is acquired through social and behavioral interactions with others. More specifically, it is
believed that children learn to behave aggressively by observing the aggressive behaviors of
others and then imitating them (Bandura, 1978). Social Learning Theory hypothesizes that
delinquent behaviors occur when the perceived rewards for misbehaving are more significant
than the perceived cost (Watt, Howells, & Delfabbro, 2004). Delinquent behavior can be directly
reinforced when the youth finds value in violence based on past experiences and when he or she
witnesses the positive outcomes of delinquency that are modeled by peers, television, and family
members (Bandura, 1978). When adolescents observe violence as an acceptable way to solve
problems or achieve goals, their delinquent behavior is reinforced. Youth are more likely to
continually engage in violent behaviors when positively reinforced for it (Bandura, 1978).
Studies show that individuals who are reinforced for criminal behavior and acts are more likely
to engage in future criminal acts (Bandura, 1978), especially when put into situations similar to
those previously reinforced (Bandura, 1978).
Treatment programs that utilize a Social Learning Theory framework seek to reduce
delinquent behaviors by providing rewards and demonstrating the benefits of behaving in
socially acceptable ways (Akers, 2009; Watt, Howells, & Delfabbro, 2004). Such programs also
educate the juvenile about the high cost of delinquency on the community, family, and
themselves personally. Youth often model or imitate the behaviors of others, especially the
individuals they look up to or respect. For instance, a youth who witnesses an adult they respect
commit a crime and be rewarded for that crime is more likely to imitate that criminal behavior.
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Furthermore, it is important for youth to be surrounded by positive adult and peer role models
that will exemplify what positive behaviors should look like. Applications of this theory for
prevention and intervention programs include recommendations that such programs incorporate a
mentorship component that will work on developing healthy relationships with their peers and
adults (Hawkins & Weis, 2015).
General strain theory. General Strain Theory, developed by Agnew (1985), states that
certain strains or stressors in a child’s life increase the likelihood of being involved in crime
(Agnew, 1985). In order to decrease the level of uneasiness that the youth may be experiencing
from the strain of stressors, the youth turns to delinquent behaviors in an attempt to obtain their
goals (Agnew, 1985). Agnew believes the following strains or stressors increase the likelihood of
participating in crime: (1) the inability to achieve one’s goals (i.e., monetary or status goals), (2)
the loss of positive stimuli (i.e., the death of a friend or parent), and (3) the presentation of
negative stimuli (i.e., verbal and physical abuse). The stressors and strains these individuals
experience cause them to become upset and turn to crime to cope with stress and reduce their
discomfort (Agnew, 1985). A youth’s involvement in criminal behavior becomes a way to
reduce or escape from their life stressors. For example, individuals may assault the individual
who is abusing them, steal the money they need to achieve their goals or engage in illegal drug
use to make themselves feel better. Since these adolescents are minors, they may not be able to
legally remove themselves from certain stressful situations, such as by moving out of a high
crime neighborhood or fleeing from an abusive caregiver.
Based on General Strain Theory, an individual who is unable to problem-solve life
obstacles is likely to engage in delinquent behavior. According to Agnew (2001), when stressful
life events are viewed as unfair, intense, low in social control, and motivate adolescents to
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respond in a delinquent manner, the adolescent is more likely to engage in repeated criminal
behavior. Moon, Hays, and Blurton (2009) discovered that highly worried individuals with good
problems-solving skills are less likely to behave delinquently than highly worried individuals
with poor problem-solving skills. It is believed that the problem-solving skills that these
individuals lack at the time can be learned, making it essential for intervention programs to teach
adolescents ways to effectively problem-solve and manage their adversities in order to decrease
criminal involvement.
Labeling theory. Labeling theory was created by Becker in the 1960’s. This theory is
focused on how society responds to illegal behavior rather than on the causes of this type of
behavior (Goldstein, 1990). Labeling theorists believe that a person’s negative self-concept
results from having been labeled as a delinquent by others (Shoemaker, 2000). This means that
youth are ascribed negative qualities such as delinquency from those close to them in their
environment, social groups, and themselves. Labeling theorists assert that the self is viewed as a
social process that is developed based on the reactions of others (Becker, 1963; Cooley, 1962;
Mead, 1934). Labeling theorists propose two forms of labeling—formal and informal labeling.
Formal labels are applied to youth through contact with social control agencies, such as foster
care systems and juvenile detention centers (Adams, Robertson, Gray-Ray, & Ray, 2003).
Through this labeling process, social control agencies often stigmatize youth who come into
contact with them as juveniles (Adams, Robertson, Gray-Ray, & Ray, 2003). According to
Alltucker, Bullis, Close, and Yovanoof (2006), youth in the foster care system are four times
more likely to engage in early-onset delinquency. Informal labels are given to youth by their
peers, teachers, and parents. Youth who are negatively labeled or stigmatized by others respond
to being negatively labeled by getting involved in delinquent behavior because they have now
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developed and believe this negative perception of themselves is accurate. Adams, Robertson,
Gray-Ray, and Ray (2003) measured incarcerated youths perceived negative labeling from the
perspective of peers, teachers, and parents. They concluded that teacher and peer labeling were
the only significant predictors of delinquency. However, the results from this study are
inconsistent with previous studies that evaluated Labeling Theory, as this study found that parent
labeling is the strongest predictor of delinquency (Adams et al., 2003). Furthermore, Shoemaker
(2000) found that formal and informal labeling produces a deviant self-concept. For this reason,
it is important to avoid both forms of labeling in favor of focusing on developing positive selfconcepts and images for all youth through community, state, and national programs.
Importantly, Labeling Theory plays a role in why diversion programs were developed—
that is, to avoid the stigma of being involved in the juvenile justice system. According to
Goldstein (1990), Hawkins (1996), and Shoemaker (2000), the formal processing of delinquents
through the juvenile court system increases their level of deviant behaviors. Diversion programs
were created for first-time offenders to redirect them from formal processing in the juvenile court
system. Diverted youth are given community alternatives such as counseling, community
service, job placement, and social resources (Goldstein, 1990).
Overall, delinquent behavior is a complex construct, and multiple life, peer, family, and
community factors can contribute to delinquent behavior. A basic cause and effect explanation
for juvenile delinquency is insufficient since various psychological, familial, biological, social,
and community factors influence delinquency and should be considered when explaining
adolescent behavior. Continuing to develop an understanding of how different individual, family,
and community factors contribute to delinquency is needed to develop applicable interventions.
Using a conceptualization of juvenile delinquency comprised of various theoretical perspectives
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can lead to a more in-depth understanding of the root causes of delinquent behavior and the
development of more effective treatment techniques (Greenburg, 1999).
Each theoretical perspective discussed above have contributed to developing a deeper
understanding of juvenile criminal behavior. As various theoretical perspectives continue to
emerge, it has become more evident that there is no single cause of juvenile criminal behavior.
A review of the literature on risk and protective factors for juvenile delinquents will be discussed
next to develop a better understanding of criminal behavior.
Risk and Protective Factors
Youth are often faced with numerous risk and protective factors throughout their life that
could negatively and positively impact their academics, behavior, mental health, and
relationships with others. Risk and protective factors fall under various categories such as
individual factors (i.e., race, age, gender, peer relationships and cognitive level), family factors
(i.e., socioeconomic status, household status, child maltreatment, and parental incarceration),
school factors (i.e., motivation, academic performance, and school connectedness), and
community factors (i.e., neighborhood setting and crime rate) (Hodgins, Kratzer, and McNeil
2001; Derzon & Lipsey, 2000; Wong, Slotboom, and Bijleveld 2010; Gerard & Buehler, 2004).
Research has shown that the presence of risk factors, and early exposure to them, increases the
likelihood of youth engaging in delinquent behavior during early adolescence and continuing
involvement in antisocial behavior throughout adulthood (Reingle, Jennings, and MaldonadoMolina 2012; Mmari, Blum, and Teufel-Shone 2010). Furthermore, examining the various
factors that influence delinquent behavior may assist in identifying the most effective program
components for juvenile diversion programs. Researchers have not identified a direct cause of
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delinquency yet, so they have been examining the multiple risk factors related to the likelihood
of engaging in juvenile acts.
Cumulative risk model. The cumulative risk model insinuates that the accumulation of
risk factors across various domains—rather than a single factor—determines the risk of adverse
outcomes (Ruter et al., 1970). This model suggests that the more risk factors an individual is
exposed to or experiences, the greater the likelihood of developing internalizing and
externalizing difficulties. Usually, the presence of a single risk factor is not sufficient enough to
produce an adverse outcome (Gabalda et. al., 2010). Instead, the cumulative effects of numerous
risk factors—combined with the lack of protective factors—are associated with a person having
psychological difficulties (Forehand, Biggar, & Kotchik, 1998). The risk of adverse outcomes is
considerably higher for youth who possess eight or more risk factors than those who possess
three or fewer risk factors (Sameroff et al., 1998).
Appleyard et al. (2005) examined the impact of cumulative risk factors (i.e., high parental
stress, child maltreatment, family disruption, inter-parental violence, and low SES) in early and
middle childhood on adolescent behavior outcomes. Their findings showed that many risk
factors in early childhood predict behavior problems3 in adolescence. Similarly, a linear trend
test revealed that children with more early risk factors were significantly more likely to
demonstrate more externalizing problems at age 16 than children with fewer risk factors. In
addition, Herrenkohl, Hawkins, Chung, Hill, and Battin-Pearson (2001) reported that a 10-year-
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The terms “behavior problems” and “externalizing behaviors” are conceptualized by this author as analogous to
delinquent (i.e., arrest-able) behavior, with the caveat that what is deemed to be a behavior problem is subjective and
not consistently applied. To illustrate, one youth could be arrested for a certain behavior and a different youth could
do the same behavior and not be arrested. As well, externalizing behaviors vary in terms of severity and the possible
consequences that might accompany the behavior. The current discussion of risk factors is in regard to how various
factors have a negative impact on behavior, and how a cumulative number of risk factors could lead a youth to
developing externalizing behaviors/delinquent behaviors that might lead to an arrest.
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old youth exposed to six or more risk factors is ten times more likely to engage in a violent act
by 18 years of age than a 10-year old child exposed to only one risk factor.
Juvenile criminal activity is not the result of a specific risk factor but the interaction of
multiple risk factors that increase the likelihood of participating in delinquent behaviors. The
presence of risk factors can increase the likelihood of adverse outcomes for children. However,
protective factors can decrease the occurrence of adverse outcomes and increase the likelihood of
resiliency. For example, residing in an impoverished and high crime neighborhood is a risk
factor for delinquency, while having a supportive relationship with your parents and positive
peer associations are protective factors. For this reason, it may be helpful to consider these
various risk factors in diversion programs as they could help reduce future delinquent behaviors.
Individual risk factors. Individual risk factors include age, race, gender, academic
performance, and peer relationships with those that engage in delinquent behavior. Minimal
research has been conducted on how risk factors affect different age groups and whether a
particular age group is more prone to developing delinquent behaviors (Gerard & Buehler,
2004). Based on a child’s age, certain risk factors could have different effects or may be
avoidable if the risk factor is identified during a certain period of child development. For
instance, Simmons et al. (1987) argued that early adolescence is a difficult period to experience
multiple stressors and life transitions because these stressors are happening during critical school
transitions, social redefinition, and puberty changes. Limited research exists about how ethnic
groups are similar and different in how risk factors are correlated to youths' problem behavior
(Deater-Deckard et al., 1998). In one study that addressed this issue, Jessor, Van Den Bos,
Vanderryn, Costa, and Turbin (1995) researched an ethnically diverse group of 1,486 adolescents
in seventh through ninth grade. They concluded that cumulative risk influences problem
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behaviors similarly for Caucasian, Hispanic, and African American youth. Unfortunately, these
researchers did not test the statistical interaction between cumulative risk and ethnicity.
Conversely, Deater-Deckerd et al. (1998), who examined a random sample of 566 kindergarten
children who were followed over time, utilized formal moderating tests and found that the
relationship between cumulative risk and externalizing behaviors is stronger for Caucasian youth
than for African American youth.
Research also has shown that males participate in more delinquent behaviors than
females (Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006). Some research studies have demonstrated that boys are
more likely to cope with stress by displaying rule-breaking behavior, whereas girls are more
likely to deal with stress by becoming depressed. For example, Call and Mortimer (2001)
discovered that female youth with fewer support options in their social environment are more
vulnerable than male youth to low self-esteem and depressive affect.
School level risk factors. Risk factors at the school level include poor school attendance,
poor academic performance, and poor school attachment (Wong, Slotboom, & Bijleveld, 2010).
School factors are important variables for predicting future criminal actions. le Vries (2015) and
Hawkins et al. (2000) concluded that academic failure and dropping out of school tend to be
associated with the occurrence of violent behavior. Youth who have negative attitudes toward
school, low school attachment, and low commitment to school have a greater likelihood to
engage in delinquent behaviors during and after school hours (Arthur, 2002). Dropping out of
school or low attendance rates reduce the likelihood that juveniles will learn or develop the
social skills that are taught in the school environment.
Social risk factors. Another risk factor that has been found to impact the development of
delinquency is having friends who participate in problem behavior. Thornberry’s (1987)
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interactional theory suggests that delinquent peers and delinquency are mutually related.
Thornberry noted that the type of peer relationships a youth develops affects delinquent behavior
and that delinquent behavior influences the type of peer relationships formed (Matsueda &
Anderson, 1998; Thornberry, 1987; Thornberry et al., 1994). Chung and Steinberg (2006) argued
that socializing with delinquent peers is a significant risk factor to consider when looking at the
development of delinquent behaviors. Having peer associations with youth who engage in
delinquent behaviors reinforces and models delinquent behaviors for an individual. Past research
suggests that children are more likely to commit delinquent acts with friends (Erickson & Jensen,
1977).
Parental and family risk factors. Parental and family risk factors include parental
incarceration, socioeconomic status, child maltreatment, family structure, single-parent homes,
and parenting behaviors. Researchers have linked various family risk factors to juvenile
delinquency, such as home discord, child maltreatment, poor parenting skills, family size, and
antisocial parents (Derzon & Lipsey, 2000). In particular, youth living in low socioeconomic
status conditions may be exposed to continuous delinquent acts, which may be contributing to
their delinquent behavior more than their family’s socioeconomic status. The impact of low
socioeconomic status on delinquency and social development is powerful when experienced in
early childhood compared with later in the child’s life (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997). For
example, children with single parents in lower socioeconomic conditions are more at risk of
developing delinquent behaviors than children with single parents in higher SES conditions,
possibly due to poor parenting and attachment (Sokol Katz et al., 1997).
Various research studies have suggested that parents play an essential role in the lives of
children and adolescents (Henricson & Roker, 2000). A youth’s perception of their parent’s

17

involvement, communication, emotional availability, and support have been connected to
delinquency (McKinney, Donnelly, & Renk, 2008; Davalos, Chavez, & Guardiola, 2005).
Family structure may significantly impact the development of juvenile delinquency, especially
the lack of communication between parents and children (Yablonski, 2000). Erikson (1963)
found that the lack of a suitable family structure and the absence of adequate socialization of a
child may cause developmental concerns and delinquency issues. For example, adolescents that
receive a more significant amount of support from the adults in their lives have a greater
likelihood of having better life outcomes (Rollins & Thomas, 1979). The quality of parenting
during childhood instead of changes in parenting style, used when a child reaches adolescence, is
more related to a youth’s childhood behavior and future adolescent delinquent behavior (Simons
et al., 2001).
Another explanation for why youth are at risk for developing and displaying delinquent
behavior is that youth are being raised using inadequate styles of parenting (Simons et al., 2001).
Furstenberg, Cook, Eccles, Elder, and Sameroff (1999) and Gorman-Smith, Tolan, and Henry
(2000) conducted studies that concluded that a strong parenting style includes supervision and
positive involvement with their children in order to have a lower occurrence of delinquent
behaviors. Two essential components of parenting are support (nurturance and attachment) and
control (discipline and supervision) (Barnes & Farrell, 1992). These two components of
parenting support and control are depicted in Baumrind's (1991) classification of parenting
styles, including authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive parenting styles. Authoritative
parenting relates to many positive outcomes, such as self-esteem, prosocial behavior, and low
aggression, anxiety, and depression, and because of this, it is the most beneficial parenting style
for youth (Holmbeck, 1996; Jackson et al., 2005; Laible & Carlo, 2004; McKinney et al., 2008).

18

In contrast other parenting styles seem to be connected to adverse youth outcomes (Laible &
Carlo, 2004; McKinney et al., 2008). Henry, Tolan, and Gorman-Smith (2001) found that parents
who provide unsteady emotional support and inconsistent discipline are more likely to have
children who are more prone to get involved in delinquent behaviors and interact with other
delinquent youth. Children who have a family member convicted of a felony increase the
likelihood of early-onset delinquency. Preski and Shelton (2001) found a significant correlation
between parent and sibling criminality and the occurrence of delinquent behaviors. The family
factors described above help construct a stable or unstable environment that plays a role in
developing of positive or negative outcomes (Baumrind, 1991).
Community risk factors. Risk factors at the community level include community
attachment and disorganization, crime rate, and exposure to violence. The impact of
neighborhood conditions on child development has been an area of interest in research. With
multilevel techniques, it has been possible to assess and analyze the relationship between
neighborhood-level characteristics and individual outcomes (Sampson, Morenoff, & GannonRowley, 2002, Rajaratnam, Burke, & O’Campo, 2006). Neighborhoods that are disorganized and
impoverished sometimes experience higher delinquency and crime rates. For example, children
who have witnessed violence in their communities are more likely to get involved in violent
behavior and carry weapons (Patchin et al. 2006).
Objective and subjective experiences within the community place youth at risk for
externalizing and internalizing behaviors (Gerard & Buehler, 2004). Studies about communities
have indicated that rural and urban communities have different occurrence rates of behavioral
problems, specifically, with males in urban communities displaying higher rates of externalizing
behaviors than males in rural communities (Atkins & Krants, 1993). Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn
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(2000) identified that low socioeconomic status and transient living are consistently correlated
with delinquency and aggression. Furthermore, research shows that neighborhood prevention
may be effective because youth who relocate away from poverty and into more affluent
communities are less likely than the youth that did not receive a subsidized state housing voucher
to engage in violent or property crimes 2 years later (Katz, Kling, Liebman, 2001).
Overall, researchers are trying to understand better the process by which different
protective and risk factors influence problem behavior and positive youth development (PYD).
Since researchers have studied the impact of risk factors on delinquent behaviors, many
treatment and prevention programs have targeted the various risk factors mentioned. These
programs (reviewed next) target these risk factors to reduce the chances that youth will engage in
delinquent behaviors or escalate into more violent criminal offenses. It is important to keep in
mind that no single risk factor can predict if a child is likely or not likely to engage in delinquent
acts (Mmari, Blum, and Teufel-Shone, 2010).
Recidivism
Recidivism is the repetition at which criminal offenders commit additional crimes, either
by arrest or conviction, after being released from incarceration or previous arrest (Juvenile
Justice, 2000). There is no national recidivism rate for the juvenile population because the United
States has 51 different juvenile justice systems, and they each differ in terms of administration,
organization, and data collection. These differences impact how states define, measure, and
report recidivism data, making it challenging to compare recidivism rates across states. During
the fiscal year of 2015-2016 a total of 11, 322 youth under the age eighteen completed some
form of delinquency diversion services in the state of Florida (FDJJ Comprehensive
Accountability Report, 2016-2017). Out of the 11, 322 youth, five percent of the participants
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committed a new misdemeanor or felony while participating in the diversion program and eleven
percent of participants recidivated by committing a new misdemeanor or felony within 12
months of completing the diversion program (FDJJ Comprehensive Accountability Report,
2016-2017).
A primary goal of the juvenile justice system is to reduce the likelihood of a juvenile
offender committing future delinquent acts. Research studies completed by various states found
that, 55% of the youth arrested reoffended within one year of release from a juvenile detention
center (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006). The Florida Department of Juvenile Justice for the 20152016 fiscal year reported that fifteen percent of the juveniles who were arrested and received
supervised probation would be arrested again. The recidivism rate was forty-five percent for
juvenile offenders who are sent to a residential facility. However, only 5 percent of the juvenile
offenders who received a civil citation and no arrest record experienced recidivism. Commonly
found predictors of recidivism are prior violent criminal offenses, the beginning of criminal
activity at a young age, and the length of time one has been involved in criminal activity (Tarolla
et al., 2002). With recidivism rates being high, it is an indication that juvenile offenders will
partake in repeated delinquent behaviors throughout their teenage years.
In order to reduce the likelihood of recidivism, juveniles should receive intensive
treatment before and after release from the juvenile detention center (Altschuler & Brash, 2004).
Without intervening in the life of a delinquent adolescent, tracking of juvenile offending has
found that antisocial behavior often continues into adulthood. Statistics show that juvenile
delinquents that do not receive treatment are more likely to experience recidivism; more
specifically, 60%-80% of youth who do not receive treatment recidivate at some point (Tarolla et
al., 2002). Efta-Breithbach & Freeman (2004) believe resilience is a factor that may protect
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individuals from reoffending. Due to the juvenile justice system failing to achieve its goal of
treating and rehabilitating delinquent youth, many juvenile justice agencies around the country
are now implementing positive youth development principles into their agencies and programs
framework in expectation that promoting positive outcomes will lead to lower recidivism rates.
Positive Youth Development (PYD)
The framework of positive youth development may be a promising approach for
decreasing recidivism and increasing resiliency by focusing on individuals’ strengths rather than
their deficits. Positive youth development (PYD) is a strength-based framework that recognizes,
utilizes, and enhances children's strengths and promotes positive outcomes by providing them
with positive relationships, environments, and experiences. The philosophy of the PYD
framework is that every child can grow up properly and avoid trouble if they are connected to
various social resources that encourage healthy development and discourage deviant behavior
(Butts, Mayer, & Ruth, 2005). Children and adolescents who possess several protective factors
are more likely to experience greater positive life outcomes (Benson & Saito, 2000). It is
important to identify and build upon the protective factors in each child’s life to build resiliency.
Researchers have discovered the following protective factors essential for positive youth
development; positive peer group, a strong sense of self, family support, engagement in school
and community activities, and future aspirations (Foshee et al. 2011). Based on the growing
number of effective programs that utilize the PYD framework, research has proven that it might
be beneficial to structure the works of juvenile justice agencies and programs around the goals of
positive youth development (Butts, Mayer, & Ruth, 2005).
The benefits of utilizing a PYD framework within the juvenile justice system include that
it will help youth identified as defiant transition into positive, productive, and competent adults
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who will no longer engage in rule-breaking behaviors (Hamilton, Hamilton, & Pittman, 2004).
At this time, limited research has been conducted on how the PYD model is utilized within the
juvenile justice system. Researchers in the field of juvenile delinquency are examining how the
PYD framework could be beneficial to the positive development of nonviolent offenders. It is
hypothesized that the utilization of the PYD framework in the juvenile justice system could be
beneficial in intervening in the lives of young nonviolent offenders before they advance to severe
crimes. Youth are committing nonviolent crimes possibly because of fear for their personal
safety, economic disadvantages, negative peer relationships, defiance of authority, and desire for
social status (Barton, 2004). When a child has access to supportive resources and positive
relationships, they are less likely to experience school failure, substance abuse, and delinquency
(Barton, 2004).
Structuring juvenile justice programs around the components of PYD could encourage
youth to capitalize on their strengths, develop new prosocial competencies, and connect to
educational, employment, and cultural opportunities that will help them avoid problematic
behaviors and appropriately navigate the transition from adolescence to early adulthood (Barton,
2004). Bazemore and Terry (1997) have discovered that some juvenile justice programs around
the United States are utilizing the following PYD components: case management to connect
youth to various social resources, peer counseling, leadership development, family living skills,
work experience, community service, conservation projects, youth and adult mentoring, peer
tutoring, and decision-making skills.
Catalano, Berglund, Ryan et al. (2004) evaluated twenty-five PYD programs in the
Positive Youth Development Evaluation project. The study found a variety of PYD approaches
to promote positive youth behavior outcomes and prevent youth problem behaviors. The twenty-
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five effective positive youth development programs evaluated in this study addressed five to
eight constructs each. The common constructs among these programs were competence, selfefficacy, spirituality, prosocial norms, prosocial involvement, bonding, recognition of positive
behavior, belief in the future, and resiliency. Nineteen of the twenty-five PYD programs showed
positive changes in youth behavior, specifically with peer and adult relationships, problemsolving, interpersonal skills, self-efficacy, self-control, and academic achievement (Catalano,
Berglund, Ryan, et al., 2004). In addition, twenty-four of the twenty-five programs showed
significant reductions in participants’ externalizing behaviors such as drug and alcohol abuse,
smoking, violence, school misbehavior, truancy, aggressive behavior, and high-risk sexual
behavior (Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, et al., 2004). Overall, the researchers concluded that
prevention and intervention programs that incorporate PYD constructs into their programs
framework are likely to see a decrease in delinquent behaviors and an increase in prosocial
behaviors among delinquent youth.
Overall, PYD is a holistic way of thinking about the development of a child and how
various life factors positively or negatively impact a child’s growth and achievement through the
different developmental stages of life. Despite the presence of multiple stressors in the lives of
at-risk youth, many of the children manage to thrive and develop because they have numerous
supportive qualities that allow them to develop resiliency and experience healthy development in
the face of adversity. The development of evidence-based programs that focus on reducing risk
factors and strengthening protective factors in a child’s life is needed because some children are
being raised in homes that fail to prepare them for the transition from childhood to adulthood and
overall healthy development. Currently, researchers and clinicians are finding significance in
investigating the strengths in individuals that promote healthy development instead of just their
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struggles and weaknesses. One of the major principles in positive psychology is that measurable
positive traits can serve as protectors by protecting youth from adverse effects of risk factors,
such as traumatic life events (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998; Rutter, 1994). This evaluation study
examined the following positive youth outcomes (i.e., individual traits): resiliency, hope, and life
satisfaction; to determine if the juvenile diversion program will lead them toward a more
fulfilling life.
Resiliency. Positive youth development (PYD) and resiliency share many assumptions,
concepts, and goals. Both frameworks share a similar foundational belief in the developmental
systems theory, where both frameworks focus on the positive aspects of development, functions,
resources, and strengths that an individual possesses internally and externally (Masten, 2014).
When a youth is threatened due to exposure to one or more life stressors or adversities (e.g.,
natural disasters, poverty, child neglect or abuse, neighborhood violence, and parental
separation), both frameworks encourage the use of preventative-promotive approaches when
creating interventions and policies that will promote positive adaptation to adversity (Masten,
2014). Life adversities can have a short-and long-term effect on an individual’s overall
development and well-being, especially when multiple life adversities occur simultaneously,
occur during critical developmental periods, or occur for a lengthy amount of time.
Resiliency is a protective barrier for children that helps them cope with problem
behaviors in the face of adversity. Over the years, the term resiliency has taken on various
meanings; for example, Masten (2014a & 2014b) refers to resiliency as the capacity of a
dynamic system to adapt successfully to disturbances that threaten the viability, function, or the
development of that system. Hawkins, Catalano, Morrison, et al. (1992) refer to resiliency when
an individual has been exposed to multiple risk factors and stressful events, shows a positive
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reaction to those challenges, and uses their experiences to achieve successful life outcomes. A
youth’s level of resilience may change over time as they progress through the various stages of
child development and interact with their community (Kim-Cohen & Turkewitz, 2012).
Resiliency can be present in a youth’s life continuously, but one’s level of resiliency across
various life domains (i.e., education, health, personal, and family) can vary. For example, an
individual who handles stress well in the school setting may fail to handle stress well in their
personal life.
Resiliency-based intervention programs are being established to help shift away from
deficit-based treatment models to models that promote positive goals, resources, processes, and
outcomes (Masten, 2014b). Strategies to prevent and protect children within a resilience
framework include reducing exposure to adversity, boosting community resources, and
mobilizing protective processes (Masten, 2011). There are certain protective factors and positive
influences that can help a child succeed despite the life problems and obstacles they may face.
Common individual characteristics of a youth that exemplifies resiliency are good social skills,
high self-esteem, a sense of humor, good communication skills, and a supportive family and
social environment (Borum et al., 2000; Garmezy, 1993; Olsson et al., 2003). Researchers have
identified that having a supportive relationship with an individual and/or having a close
attachment bond with a caregiver plays a vital role in resilience across one’s life (Masten, 2018).
Having this close relationship provides the youth with a sense of emotional security and the
feeling that someone will be there consistently for them.
Interventionists and researchers that operate within a PYD and resiliency framework
believe that the prevention of psychopathology (e.g., delinquent behaviors) is most effective
when treatment methods are focused on building individual strengths rather than fixing
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individual deficits. Suldo and Huebner (2004) hypothesize that a set of psychological strengths
(e.g., life satisfaction, hope) can minimize or buffer against the development of psychopathology
among adolescents. It is hypothesized that a complete and healthy psychological development
entails both the absence of negative behavioral and psychological indicators (i.e., delinquency
and depression) and the presence of positive indicators (i.e., self-confidence and purpose in life;
Bundick, 2011). Adolescents may experience fewer behavior problems and may be better suited
for their transition into adulthood if they are provided with an array of opportunities to learn and
partake in school and community-based programs that will teach them prosocial life skills
(Bundick, 2011). Understanding an individual’s risk factors that lead to delinquent behavior and
recidivism is an important research topic; however, there has been a shift toward positive
psychology. Researchers try to understand the positive side of human functioning. To capture
both problems and wellness indicators, researchers and psychologists have increasingly used a
dual-factor model to examine adolescent mental health in terms of psychopathology (e.g.,
delinquent behavior) and emotional well-being (e.g., life satisfaction; Suldo, Thalji-Raitano,
Kiefer, & Ferron, 2016).
The dual-factor model hypothesizes that individuals can be classified into four different
mental health groups based on psychopathology and emotional well-being levels, as
demonstrated by multiple research groups (Antaramian, Huebner, Hills, & Valois, 2010; Suldo &
Shaffer, 2008). The four categories that youth can be classified into are: (a) complete mental
health, wherein a youth has minimal symptoms of psychopathology, and high emotional wellbeing, (b) troubled youth, wherein a youth has elevated psychopathology and low emotional
well-being, (c) symptomatic but content, wherein a youth experiences elevated psychopathology
but also high emotional well-being, (d) vulnerable, wherein a youth reports low emotional well-

27

being but also minimal psychopathology (Suldo, Thalji-Raitano, Kiefer, & Ferron, 2016). In
applying the dual-factor model to this proposed study, it is hypothesized that participants that
complete the diversion program will possess high levels of emotional well-being (e.g., life
satisfaction, resilience, and hope) regardless of their levels of psychopathology.
Hope. Hope is a cognitive, motivational construct that reflects how an individual
perceives his or her abilities to conceptualize goals, develop the specific strategies to reach those
goals, and initiate and sustain motivation for using those strategies to reach their goals (Snyder,
Lopez, Shorey, Rand, & Feldman, 2003). A goal can be anything that an individual aspires to do,
experience, or become. Given that many at-risk youths experience a number of risk factors while
growing up, it is possible that they may struggle with maintaining a sense of hopefulness about
their future and setting long-term goals. Smith (1983) found that at-risk youth often have little
hope for the future due to the different environmental factors they experience, such as
discrimination, poverty, and educational failures. Valle, Huebner and Suldo (2006) believe that
hope is a measurable positive trait that can act as a buffer against various risk factors, such as
varying life stressors. Research has confirmed that people with high levels of hope have the
ability to foresee and utilize adaptive coping strategies when confronted with adversity (Horton
& Wallander, 2001). Therefore, it can be hypothesized that youth with high hope scores could
have high levels of resilience when confronted with adversity and display a decrease in
externalizing and internalizing behaviors. High hope scores in youth are correlated with positive
social interactions, self-esteem, optimism, and academic achievement (Valle et al., 2006).
Youth who are hopeless about their future believe that they will not be able to develop a
plan to achieve their life goals or desired outcomes and believe they have minimal control over
what will happen to them in the future, thus indicating a sense of low self-efficacy (Snyder,
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Harris, Anderson, Holleran, Irving, & Sigmon, 1991). It seems prudent to help first-time
offenders to become motivated to work toward obtaining a good life rather than trying to escape
or run away from a bad or stressful one. With high levels of hope first-time offenders and at-risk
youth may be able to continue the path toward their set goals when barriers arise because they
have the ability to develop multiple routes to achieving their goals. It is hypothesized that
changes in levels of hope can occur over time through sustained interventions, such as
counseling and mentorship.
Life satisfaction. Life satisfaction has been found to be a key outcome of positive youth
development (Gilman & Huebner, 2003). Life satisfaction is an individual’s subjective
evaluation of his or her life as a whole (Diener et al., 1999). In the last two decades, there has
been an increase in research on the development and importance of life satisfaction among
children and youth. However, at this time, there is minimal information on life satisfaction for atrisk youth, specifically, how personal and contextual factors contribute to the development and
change in life satisfaction for at-risk youth (Gilman & Huebner, 2003). For young adults and
adolescents, life satisfaction has been found to be a protective factor against life stressors and
psychological problems (Diener et al., 1999; Proctor, Linley & Maltby, 2009). Self-efficacy
beliefs, goal aspirations, parenting styles, participation in structural and fulfilling activities, and
quality interactions with parents, mentors, peers, and teachers are essential to a youth’s level of
life satisfaction (Gilman & Huebner, 2003; Proctor et al., 2009). Unfortunately, the at-risk
juvenile population has lower levels of many of the aforementioned internal and external
resources, increasing their vulnerability to several emotional, social, and behavioral problems.
Past research has consistently revealed negative associations between life satisfaction and
delinquent behaviors in cross-sectional research studies (Jung & Choi, 2017; Suldo & Huebner,
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2004; Sun & Shek, 2010, 2012). A number of longitudinal studies have evaluated the advantages
of high levels of life satisfaction in reducing delinquent behaviors among youth. Suldo and
Huebner (2004) completed a longitudinal study that concluded that adolescents with a higher
level of life satisfaction are less likely to display delinquent and aggressive behaviors, even after
experiencing many stressful life events. Sun and Shek (2010, 2012) also found that high levels of
life satisfaction were associated with lower levels of defiant behaviors among a sample of
Chinese adolescents. Conversely, research has discovered that a low level of life satisfaction is
associated with a higher risk of emotional problems and deviant behaviors in adolescents and
young adults; such as physical fighting, substance abuse, and carrying a gun or knife (Valois et
al., 2006; Valois, Zullig, Huebner, and Drane, 2001). Life satisfaction is a primary outcome
within the dual-factor model of mental health. It will be examined among the youth who
participate in this study to assess changes in youth wellness across time, in particular among
juvenile delinquents who progress through treatment. A discussion of treatment options is
provided next.
Treating Juvenile Delinquents
Over the years, researchers have found that juvenile delinquency is also a strong predictor
of engaging in criminal activity as an adult, making it imperative to intervene in a youth’s life as
soon as juvenile delinquent behavior transpires (McCord & Esminger, 1997; Nagin &
Paternoster, 2000). Several prevention and intervention strategies and programs have been
identified to rehabilitate juvenile delinquents and youth that have shown signs of repeated
behavioral problems. When working with juvenile delinquents who are in frequent contact with
the legal system, the primary goal of treatment is to reduce their maladaptive behaviors before
they lead to more severe criminal behaviors and become an adult criminal.
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In order to reduce overcrowding of secured detention centers and reduce the financial
cost of operating detention centers, the juvenile justice system has opted to utilize alternatives to
detention and confinement for non-violent juvenile offenders (DJJ Service Continuum Analysis,
2021). Different consequences or punishments could be used instead of the juvenile detention
center, such as boot camps, wilderness camps, community diversion programs, and family
systems therapy. Glick and Sturgeon (1998) found that effective alternative methods to detention
and confinement programs provide youth social learning strategies, cognitive and behavioral
techniques, family counseling, and educational tutoring. Alternative approaches for dealing with
delinquent behaviors and criminal activity are continually being developed across the United
States because research shows that detention and confinement may cause more harm than good
for vulnerable delinquents (Austin, Johnson, & Weitzer, 2005).
Residential programs. Residential placements are state-run facilities as a method of
punishment and treatment for youth that are facing severe criminal charges for their delinquent
behaviors (Hamilton et al., 2007; Puzzanchera, 2003). This form of treatment is normally utilized
for individuals whose criminal behavior has not improved while on probation or those whose
behavior is too severe for treatment within the local community. Juvenile delinquents who
commit violent and severe criminal acts are more likely to be sent to residential facilities like
detention centers, boot camps, wilderness camps, and substance abuse rehabilitation centers.
Researchers have not found many residential programs to be effective compared to nonresidential placements. Residential programs have been found to be a significant strain on the
individual, family, and community; also, the programs are costly and utilize a punitive approach
to treatment rather than a rehabilitative method (Hamilton et al., 2007). It is possible that
juvenile delinquents in residential facilities such as detention centers may return home with
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several personal difficulties and mental health concerns, such as depression, anxiety, suicidal
ideations, and limited peer relationships due to the punitive structure of the program.
Boot camps. Juvenile boot camps are similar to military boot camps. For example,
juveniles in boot camps wear uniforms, perform military drills and labor-intensive chores, live
and sleep in tents or barracks, and serve 30-90 days at the facility. Juvenile delinquents who are
remanded to a boot camp are expected to follow directives and conform to the set standards set
by the adult authority figures. The Office of Justice Programs states that most boot camps have
similar program components. Standard components of boot camps are enrollment in a program
for six months or less; a controlled schedule that emphasizes discipline; physical exercise;
chores; career training; counseling services, and educational services (Armstrong & Mitchell,
2001; MacKenzie, et. al., 2001). Boot camps utilize a get tough and shock approach with the
juveniles; they strive to intimidate and scare youth in order to reduce the likelihood of recidivism
and delinquent behaviors in the future. However, researchers have shown that boot camps are
generally ineffective. For example, Bottcher and Ezell (2005) found that participation and
completion of a boot camp program did not significantly reduce recidivism rates or the amount
of time before the first post-treatment re-arrest. Stinchcomb and Terry (2001) found that
reoffending youth who completed boot camps committed new offenses quicker than comparison
groups, despite their short-term success in the boot camp facility. It seems that skills and positive
effects that are initially gained in the facility diminish after release. Assigning juvenile
delinquents to boot camps as a consequence is a method to restrict their freedoms and monitor
their actions closely. It does not lead to a change in the maladaptive behavior because treatment
is not geared toward the underlying cause of the behavior (Bottcher & Ezell, 2005).
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Wilderness camps. The juvenile justice system utilizes therapeutic wilderness programs
as an alternative to incarceration and a rehabilitative method for at-risk youth. Most participants
in wilderness camps have committed minor, non-violent crimes, as few wilderness programs
accept delinquents accused of committing violent crimes. Wilderness programs target at-risk
youth who need to improve their self-concept, behavior, and academics in school, home, or their
community. The overall goals of wilderness programs are to help juveniles gain or improve upon
self-discipline, self-reliance, and self-esteem in order for them to become more in touch with
themselves and the world around them (Wichmann, 1991). Wilderness program activities include
mountain climbing, kayaking through the rapids, water skiing, and mountain biking. These
activities are designed to help individuals learn about the importance of decision-making,
teamwork, goal-setting, and leadership (Tarolla et al., 2002). These character-building activities
are expected to help youth build upon their self-confidence and self-esteem.
The theoretical model utilized for therapeutic wilderness programs consists of the
following seven components: (1) a wilderness environment, (2) a primary peer group, (3)
problem-solving, (4) reality therapy, (5) stress and perceived risk, (6) a humanistic style of
instruction, and (7) challenge, mastery, and reflection (Wichmann, 1991). Wichmann tested this
theoretical model for therapeutic wilderness programs on a 30-day wilderness course for at-risk
youth 13 to 18 years of age. Wichmann’s (1991) study concluded statistically significant
reductions in antisocial behavior among the adolescents. However, Lipsey and Wilson’s (1998)
meta-analysis indicated weak or no significant effects for wilderness programs. Lipsey and
Wilson (1998) concluded that the most influential wilderness program components in their study
were the intense physical activities, the shorter commitment time frame, and the specific therapy
components. Although some research studies have shown wilderness programs to be effective,
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there's still is a lack of research-based evidence to support consistent and long-term treatment
effects among participating youth. Additionally, there is a lack of data and research on how
wilderness programs may impact the behavior of serious violent juvenile offenders (Tarolla et
al., 2002).
Detention centers. Analyses of longitudinal research studies determined that
incarceration alone is not a suitable treatment method, as incarceration may not decrease the
likelihood of the youth reoffending. Studies have shown that incarcerated juvenile offenders
have higher rates of criminal involvement after release than their peers who received intensive
community-based and family treatment (Henggeler, Melton, & Smith, 1992). In addition,
psychiatric hospitals and residential treatment facilities are costly for families and appear to have
very little effectiveness on positive youth development and outcomes (Henggeler, 1996).
Juvenile detention centers are modeled after adult jails and prisons, and the utilization of juvenile
detention centers has faced various forms of criticism by families, the community, and
lawmakers.
Placing a juvenile in a secured residential facility for an extended period of time hinders
their developmental process, increases their risk of self-harm or suicide, and leads to possible
depressive symptoms (Holman & Ziedenberg, 2006). Juvenile detention centers create a prison
culture for juvenile delinquents, teaching them that maladaptive behaviors are acceptable and
reinforcing dysfunctional peer relationships. Research has proven that juvenile detention
facilities negatively affect a youth’s academic motivation, mental health, and future career
objectives. Research has shown that juveniles who are kept in the community recidivate less
often than previously detained youth, with statistics showing that as many as 70 percent of
previously detained youth are re-arrested within two years (Austin, Johnson, & Weitzer 2005;
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Petrosino, Guckenburg, & Turpin-Petrosino, 2010). As a result, several researchers (Andrews &
Bonta 2006; Drake 2011; Lipsey et al., 2010) suggest that placing juveniles in community
settings or programs that offer appropriate rehabilitation services will serve public safety better
than detention or confinement facilities (Ryon et al. 2013).
Family systems therapy. One of the most logical prevention and intervention efforts
should start with the juvenile and his or her family. Various family risk factors are precursors to
youth engaging in delinquent behaviors. For example, families are often faced with various
stressors, such as a lack of social support and resources, family discord, parental incarceration,
and limited income. A child’s delinquent behavior is sometimes developed and maintained
through maladaptive family interactions, structures, and patterns. Due to these various factors, it
has always been important to develop and implement parent prevention or intervention training
in the community. Parent training interventions have been utilized to help parents or legal
guardians with behavior management within the home; several research studies have supported
the efficacy of parent training programs for decreasing delinquent behaviors among youth
(Dembo & Walters, 2003; Greenwood, 2004; Quinn & Van Dyke, 2004). However, researchers
have not been able to identify if parent training programs are effective when they function as the
only primary intervention strategy that the youth is receiving. Dishion (1984) discovered that
family interventions are less effective with children 13 years or older than with younger children.
Family therapy and parent training programs improve child and parent communication,
restructure the family hierarchy, create behavioral contracts, identifying rules, and provide
positive reinforcement (Greenwood 2004; Quinn & Van Dyke, 2004). Functional Family
Therapy, Multisystemic Therapy, and other home-based therapies have been proven to reduce
problem behaviors among delinquent youth across various settings and behavioral problems.
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Parent training programs can be challenging to implement with fidelity due to the
difficulty of keeping multi-stressed parents engaged in the program on a consistent basis. These
parents are likely to have parenting difficulties and the greatest need for family services.
However, parents and guardians are less likely to complete parent training programs and/or
continue to apply the skills and behaviors they learned after completing the program (Dembo &
Walters, 2003). When working with disadvantaged parents, it is important to provide the families
with a broad array of social support services such as family counseling, child care, medical care,
and referrals to other social service agencies. Several studies have shown that treatment methods
that involve working on family systems and behavioral skills cut or decrease recidivism rates
about in half compared to other individual or client-based treatment methods (Henggeler, 1986).
Diversion programs. Juvenile diversion programs have increasingly developed since the
1970s after the recommendation from the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice. It was recommended that diversion programs be developed to navigate
first-time offenders away from formal processing and incarceration in juvenile detention centers.
Diversion programs aim to divert youth who have committed minor offenses away from the
juvenile justice system and shift the handling of these youth towards community-based treatment
and support, schools, and families (Shelden, 1999). In addition, diversion programs have been
identified with helping lower the stigma associated with having a criminal record, lower court
costs, and reduced recidivism (Cocozza et al., 2005).
Diverting these youth will reduce the number of adolescents processed further into the
juvenile justice system. Research has shown that formally processing youth through the juvenile
justice system causes more harm than good to the youth. When youth is processed through the
system, they are more likely to adopt a negative view or label of themselves as “bad” people and
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are expected to behave in a deviant way. The system labels and views youth as delinquent and
the youth is being exposed to circumstances or behaviors in the correctional institution that could
increase delinquency (Shelden, 1999).
Diversion programs are being created to intervene in a youth’s life at the earlier stages of
involvement in the juvenile justice system and provide youth with experiences and opportunities
different from the juvenile detention center. National estimates indicate that approximately 25%
of youth who come into contact with the juvenile justice system are referred to a juvenile
diversion program (Models for Change, 2011). To be referred to a diversion program, a youth
must fulfill conditions set by the juvenile justice system, admit guilt to charges, and agree to
participate in the diversion program. If the individual successfully completes the diversion
program, their legal charges will probably be dismissed and they will not have to face any further
judicial processing from the juvenile justice system (Wilson & Hodge, 2012).
Although the framework and operation of diversion programs differ, their overall goals
are fairly similar. The main goals of most diversion programs are to reduce recidivism and
reduce problem behaviors through community support and not the justice system. Diversion
programs are often utilized by the juvenile justice system for low-risk youth, such as first-time
offenders. The most common services provided in diversion programs for youth and their
families include: mental health screening, educational/tutoring services, substance use education,
victim awareness classes, job skills training, family counseling, parenting skill development, and
extra-curricular activities (Stewart, 2008). Some diversion programs have been established to
provide specialized services to meet the needs of youth dealing with substance abuse, mental
health, and shoplifting. The services delivered through a diversion program normally occur at a
community-based site, a school campus, or in the child’s home. Research has shown that
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programs that use rehabilitative strategies that focus on positive attributes and negative attributes
have a greater likelihood of establishing positive behaviors in youth (Olsson, et al., 2003).
Juvenile diversion programs have been growing in numbers because it is believed that
they are better for the long-term development of children than correctional facilities. Diversion
programs are effective at reducing the likehood that a youth will return to behavioral acts that
will lead to continuous involvement in the juvenile justice system (Ryan et al., 2014; Wilson &
Hodge, 2012). Lipsey (1992) found that youth in community-based treatment progressed better
than youth whose treatment was provided in a detention center or other non-community settings.
When youth are committed to juvenile detention centers or residential programs, they will likely
learn new criminal behaviors, develop negative peer relationships, and be labeled with a stigma
(Loeb, Waung, & Sheeran, 2015). Researchers have found various benefits to utilizing diversion
programs, including: (1) diversion programs are more cost-effective than formal court processing
and juvenile detention centers for non-violent juvenile offenders, (2) diversion programs allow
for the youth to serve his/her time within their own community, maintaining the youth’s
connectedness to their community and requiring no need for reintegration back into one’s
community, (3) diversion programs in the community allow for the youth to receive holistic
services in order to meet their various educational and mental health needs, and (4) diversion
programs help with the reduction in long-term involvement in the juvenile justice system
(Dembo, Wareham, & Schmeidler, 2005).
Various research studies have evaluated the effectiveness of diversion programs across
the United States, and results have produced mixed findings on the effectiveness of diversion
programs. A meta-analysis study by Schwalbe, Gearing, Mackenzie, Brewer, & Ibrahim (2012)
evaluated the effectiveness of diversion programs for youth offenders by identifying 28 research
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studies from various electronic databases. The studies were published between 1982 and 2010
and combined 28 articles with 19,301 study participants. Schwalbe et al. examined the results
from these studies and concluded there was no significant effect on recidivism. These results
suggested that diversion programs were no better than the use of the formal processing system.
However, Wilson and Hodge’s (2012) meta-analysis that included 45 research studies completed
between 1972-2010 (with 78,640 participants) found that the average recidivism rate for youth
who completed a diversion program was significantly lower compared to youth who went
through formal processing system. These results suggest that diversion programs were more
effective than the formal processing system. The inconsistent results between these two metaanalysis studies could be due to the difference in the number of studies and subjects included and
the difference in the inclusion criteria used for each review.
Numerous diversion programs have developed; however, the effectiveness of many
diversion programs has not been evaluated. The evaluation methods utilized for juvenile
diversion programs have been limited in their research questions and analyses, explicitly
examining program’s impact on change associated with various individual variables besides
recidivism. Historically, diversion programs have a diversified set of interventions; however,
most of the programs use the same rate of recidivism criteria to determine and measure program
success. Even though recidivism has been the most commonly used measure of program success
or failure, researchers have found recidivism to be a problematic measure of youth behavior
(Snyder & Sickmund, 2006). There is a lack of consistency across programs about which factors
to measure to determine program effectiveness, and the lack of consistency hinders the ability to
compare outcomes across programs (Roth et al., 1998).
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There is a current need for more diversion program evaluations to be conducted for data
to be gathered on the various diversion programs available, their efficacy, and how they plan on
continuing to serve this population of youth in the future and share that information with the
necessary stakeholders. Evaluating diversion programs is beneficial for the program, the
participants, the community, and the juvenile justice system. Evaluating programs will help the
juvenile justice system identify programs and program components that have reduced recidivism
and improve various outcomes positively. Before juvenile crime increases, it will be important
for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners to develop a clear intervention plan and a menu
of evidence-based programs for all types of youth, including offenders charged with property
offenses, minor drug offenses, and various misdemeanors. For this reason, this research project
will assess the effectiveness of a community-based juvenile diversion program called Hope 4
Boys, described in detail in Chapter 3.
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Chapter III: Methods
Overview
This study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of the Hope 4 Boys diversion program and
measure changes that may occur due to participating in the program through a mixed-methods
approach. Specifically, the study examined the impact of participation on participants’ self-report
ratings of hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency. Participants reported their risk factors and rate
their hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency at the pre-intervention and post-intervention stages.
Prior to engaging in the research, the researcher submitted an application to the University of
South Florida’s Institutional Review Board to acquire approval for the research study. The
Institutional Review Board determined that the proposed study did not involve human subjects as
defined by FDA and DHHS regulations (see Appendix A). For this reason, it was determined
that this study focuses on program evaluation of existing practices, quality improvement, and/or
needs analysis.
This chapter will outline the mixed methods procedures that were utilized for this study.
More specifically, this chapter will discuss information relating to: (a) participants and
recruitment, (b) program overview, (c) the measures that were administered, (d) procedures of
data collection, and (e) an overview of data analyses utilized.
Evaluation Design
The Hope 4 Boys program has been intervening in the lives of youth for eleven years;
over these years, the program has not been evaluated to determine if the program is effective at
accomplishing its desired outcomes. As juvenile diversion programs are implemented, program
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implementers have to confirm that the program activities are aligned with the program’s intended
outcomes; these outcomes will generate solutions to the difficulties that the juveniles they serve
are experiencing (Justice Research and Statistics Association). Assessing juvenile intervention
programs through a program evaluation method is needed to measure how applicable and
beneficial the programs are compared to those already operating and considered to positively
impact the target population (Spaulding, 2008).
With summative evaluations, researchers want to know whether and to what extent the
program results align with the intended outcomes and objectives selected at the development of
the program (Spaulding, 2008). The researcher formed a summative evaluation plan for the Hope
4 Boys program. The summative evaluation plan is intended to show whether or not the Hope 4
Boys program has achieved its intended impact on the participating youth. More specifically, the
summative evaluation data was gathered to measure the youth’s positive character traits, hope,
life satisfaction, and resiliency across time and gain insight into how the program impacted their
lives. Through the evaluation, the program staff will be provided with information regarding how
the participants feel about the program’s operations and how it benefitted their lives.
A program evaluation is defined as utilizing social science research to assess the
effectiveness of interventions and serves as an important component of the development and
continuation of programs (Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 2004). Program evaluations are beneficial
because they provide feedback on the operation of the program, on if the program is meeting its
desired goals, on the proven effectiveness for the specified population, and on how the program
measures up against similar programs that have been previously evaluated (Rossi, Freeman, &
Lipsey, 2004). The summative evaluation was designed to provide the necessary stakeholders
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with data to help them determine if the program should be continued, altered, and replicated.
Specifically, the evaluation was completed in the context of the goals for Hope 4 Boys.
Program Goals:
1) Cultivating positive behavioral habits in boys and young men.
2) Honing innate skills in boys and young men.
3) Advancing the academic potential of boys and young men
4) Navigating boys and young men to successful adulthood.
5) Creating a positive sense of ownership to their community for boys and young
men.
6) Encouraging self-worth in the lives of boys and young men.
In this study, a mixed-methods design for evaluation was utilized in order to evaluate the
Hope 4 Boys Program. Specifically, the researcher utilized the mixed-methods sequential
explanatory design strategy that consists of collecting and analyzing quantitative data first than
followed by collecting and analyzing qualitative data in order to obtain significant results
(Creswell, 2003). This methodology was chosen because it allows for the qualitative results from
the participants to further assist in explaining and interpreting the results of the quantitative
portion of the study. Researchers Mancini et al. (2005) noted that using a mixed-methods design
is useful in program evaluation because it allows for the use of more than one data source when
assessing program results. Mixed-methods research design provides an opportunity for a more
in-depth and detailed understanding of the connections and contradictions between the
quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2009). Utilizing this design increases the credibility
of results and allows for an in-depth understanding of why and how the results ensued (McDavid
& Hawthorn, 2006).
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The quantitative data portion of this study utilized a pretest-posttest quasi-experimental
research design. A quasi-experimental design is often conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of
a treatment or intervention (Creswell, 2003). A quasi-experimental design is when the same
dependent variable(s) are measured for one particular group of participants before (pretest) and
after (posttest) treatment administration (Creswell, 2003). Specifically, the dependent variables
for this study, hope, life satisfaction, and resilience, were measured once before the intervention
program and once after the intervention was implemented.
Quasi-experimental research has similar characteristics to experimental research but is
not considered true experimental research due to its lack of a control group or random
assignment of participants to different conditions (Creswell, 2003). Due to ethical and logistical
reasons, conducting an experimental research design study was not possible. No control group or
random assignment of participants was utilized for this study because the participants were
legally required to participate in the Hope 4 Boys intervention due to their sentencing
requirements from the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice.
The qualitative data collection entailed the implementation of unstructured interviews.
Qualitative methodology is an effective methodological design for program evaluation because
the information gathered during the interviews is received directly from the program participants
and can assist in improving program effectiveness (Patton, 2002). Unstructured interviews
assisted with examining the experiences and perceptions of the program participants who
completed the juvenile diversion program to identify the components of the program they found
beneficial and not beneficial. The qualitative interviews conducted with program participants
may provide key stakeholders such as program staff, youth participants, families, community
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members, and the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice insight into the effectiveness of the
Hope 4 Boys diversion program.
Overall, the current study collected survey data from 22 youth that participated in the 7week Hope 4 Boys diversion program (described in the next section) from January 2021November 2021. At the beginning and end of the 7-session diversion program, 22 at-risk male
youth completed surveys assessing their levels of hope, life satisfaction, risk, and resiliency. The
study also involved eight of the 22 participants engaging in interviews during which they
discussed the program’s impact on their individual lives. Researchers Creswell and Plano Cark
(2007) believe it is best to gather qualitative data from only a few participants during the
qualitative section of a mixed methods research study. The more individuals participating in the
study means that the researcher will gather less depth from each participant.
Participants
Recruitment. Unfortunately, the recruitment process for participants was delayed a few
months due to the Covid-19 outbreak, that caused the shutdown of the program. After the
program started operating as normal and received a full cohort of youth, the recruitment process
for participants started in January 2021 and ended in November 2021. Participants were recruited
upon entry into the Hope 4 Boys diversion program. All twenty-two youth that were enrolled in
the program during the data collection process voluntarily participated in the program evaluation.
The program director assisted the researcher with the recruitment process. Prior to the
researcher reaching out to the families, the Director provided the families with background
information on why the researcher would be calling and my role with the program. Possibly due
to the Director’s positive relationship with the families it made it easier for the researcher to get
parent and participant consent to participate in the study. When the young men enrolled in the
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program, the Director of the program provided the contact information of the parent or guardian
in order for the researcher to contact them in regards to participating in the study.
Criterion sampling was utilized to select participants based on a predetermined criterion
set by this research. The following inclusionary criteria was used for participation in the study:
(a) all participants must be referred to the program by their parent(s), a community mental health
center, or court-ordered by the local judicial system; (b) all participants referred by the Florida
Department of Juvenile Justice has to be a first-time status offender; (c) all participants must
obtain written consent from their parent or legal guardian to participate in the study; (d) all
participants have to provide assent to take part in the study. The researcher invited approximately
half of the participants in each cohort of participants to participate in the qualitative interviews.
The researcher did not have to account for attrition because all twenty-two participants
completed the program, in part due to their legal obligation to complete all program sessions.
Consent. Participants in the Hope 4 Boys program who meet the inclusion requirement
for participation, their parent (s), and the participating child were contacted via the telephone by
the researcher to share a brief verbal description of the evaluation study. At the end of the
meeting, the parent (s) or guardian was provided an electronic copy of consent forms and assent
forms for participating youth. Each parent of the participating individuals received, signed, and
submitted their parental consent form via the DocuSign program (see Appendix G). Each
participating youth received, signed, and submitted their assent forms via the DocuSign program
(see Appendix H). The consent form discussed the purpose of the study, the possible risks, and
the benefits of participating in the study and provided the contact information for the Principal
Investigator in the study if any questions or concerns arose. All forms were distributed in
English. Each child who participated in the study received a gift card valued at $5 following each
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data collection activity. Specifically, participants received the gift card at up to three time points
in the study: pre-test phase, post-test phase, and during the qualitative interview phase (if
selected).
Sample. The descriptive statistics of the youth participants in this evaluation study are
summarized in Table 1. Of the 22 total participants, 100% identified as male, with a mean age of
13.36 years. The youngest youth who participated was 11 years old, and the oldest student who
participated was 17 years old at the time of entering the program. All participants were enrolled
in middle or high school (grades 6 to 12) throughout the program. Specifically, the sample was
composed of 63.7% of the youth in middle school and 36.4% enrolled in high school. Based on
participants’ self-reports, the majority of the youth identified as Black or African American
(54.5%), followed by Multiracial (31.8%) and White (13.6%). Most youth reported living with
their mother only (68.2%), followed by youth living with their grandparent (13.6%). Only 9.1%
of youth reported living with their mother and father, while 9% lived with their mother and
stepfather or father and stepmother. See Table 1 for further demographic details.
Participants were referred to complete the program by their parent(s), community mental
health centers, or court-ordered by the local judicial system due to committing a crime at the
misdemeanor level. All participants that were asked to participate in the study agreed to do so.
Parental consent was obtained from each participating youth prior to the start of the study.
Participants were also required to sign an assent form prior to completing surveys and postintervention interviews.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of the Participating Juveniles (N = 22)
Characteristics
Age
11
12
13
14
15
17
Grade
6
7
8
9
10
11
Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic
Race
Black/African American
White
Mixed (two or more races)
Marital Status of Parents
Married
Divorced
Separated
Never Married
Never Married (living together)
Widowed
Living Arrangement
Mother and Father
Mother Only
Mother and Stepfather
Father and Stepmother
Grandparents

n

%

2
5
3
6
4
2

9
22.7
13.6
27.3
18.2
9.1

4
4
6
4
2
2

18.2
18.2
27.3
18.2
9.1
9.1

6
16

27.3
72.7

12
3
7

54.5
13.6
31.8

1
3
5
10
2
1

4.5
13.6
22.7
45.5
9.1
4.5

2
15
1
1
3

9.1
68.2
4.5
4.5
13.6

A total of eight youth from various cohorts were randomly invited from the quantitative
portion of the study to participate in the qualitative interviews. All eight youth that were
randomly selected consented to participate in the qualitative data collection process. Participants’
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ages ranged from 12 to 17 years old (M = 13.88). One of the participants was in their sixth-grade
year, and two were in their seventh-grade year of middle school. Three of the participants were
in their freshman year, one of the participants was in their sophomore year, and one was in their
junior year of high school. Interviewees’ self-identified ethnicities were African American (n =
6) and White (n = 2). The participant number, gender, ages, grade levels, and ethnicities of the
interviewees are displayed in Table 2.
Table 2
Demographic Features of Participants Discussed in Interview
Participant
Number

Gender

Age

Grade Level

Ethnicity

1

Male

12

6th

White

2

Male

12

7th

3

Male

12

7th

4

Male

14

9th

5

Male

15

10th

6

Male

14

9th

7

Male

15

9th

8

Male

17

11th

African
American
African
American
African
American
Multiracial
African
American
African
American
Multiracial

Program Overview: Hope 4 Boys
Hope 4 Boys is a 7-session “Christ-centered” juvenile delinquency prevention and
diversion program that serves at-risk boys from communities in a southeastern state. The
program’s mission is to reduce recidivism and prevent male youth from interacting with the
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department of juvenile justice by providing them with gender-specific, culturally sensitive
programming and positive extracurricular activities (Babb, 2011). The program’s philosophy is
that every young man deserves a second chance to achieve their goals and become a successful
adult, despite their mistakes or the barriers they face in their life (Babb, 2011).
The Hope 4 Boys program provides services in character development, academic
enrichment, community service opportunities, mentoring, and extracurricular activities. In
particular, the program utilizes a strength-based approach to work with youth, specifically using
a character development curriculum called “I’m On My G.R.O.W.N. Man” (Antes & Norton,
1994). The curriculum helps at-risk male youth understand what being a G.R.O.W.N. man
involves and what making positive, mature male decisions entails. The I’m On My G.R.O.W.N.
Man, character development curriculum is research-supported and incorporates several
approaches that are essential in effective character development education (Antes & Norton,
1994).
The curriculum addresses topics such as understanding the right values to have, giving
back to others, and taking responsibility for your actions with the ultimate goal of providing atrisk young men with a framework to give them what it takes to be a G.R.O.W.N man. About
every nine weeks, a cohort of 8-12 boys is referred to the program by parents, local community
mental health centers, or are court-ordered by the local department of juvenile justice. The
younger boys, ages 9-13 years old, participate in the program on Mondays and Fridays from
3:30-6:30 pm, and the older boys, ages 14-18 years old, participate on Tuesdays and Thursdays
from 4-6:00 pm. On these days, participants engage in topics related to giving back to others,
identifying the correct values to have, anger management, and taking responsibility for their
actions. See Table 3 for the focus of activities each week.
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The Hope 4 Boys program is operated under the leadership of Pastor X, GCNM, MPA,
Executive Director. Serving as the founder and Program Director of Hope 4 Boys, he has a
graduate certificate in Nonprofit Management with more than ten years of experience working
with non-profits and at-risk youth from various demographic backgrounds. The program
operations are supported by four program staff members and various community volunteers.
Staff members of the program have undergone various trainings geared toward working with atrisk youth such as trauma informed care training and harassment and bullying training. The Hope
4 Boys programs utilizes community male volunteers to assist with transporting youth to and
from the center, to provide meals for the youth, and to provide tutoring services. Community
volunteers are individuals in the local community that have an interest in bettering the lives of
this population of youth. If individuals are interested in being a volunteer, they have to apply on
the website.
Table 3
I’m On My G.R.O.W.N. Man Weekly Lessons
Week 1:

The first week entails completing a community service project and session one of the
curriculum, titled “Grounded In My Values”. In session one, the participants identify
their personal values and evaluate how their values help them make the right
decisions in their lives.

Week 2:

In the second week, the participants complete a college tour and session two of the
curriculum, titled “Redefined By My Insides.” Session two focuses on helping young
men realize that it is not about what you have on the outside that makes you who you
are but what’s on the inside, because what you have on the inside will not lose value.
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Table 3 (Continued)
Week 3:

The third week, the participants completed an anger management group and session 3
of the curriculum, titled “Owning My Actions.” In session three, the participants
discuss the importance of being honest and accepting the consequences of their
actions. Each participant must write an apology letter for the behavior that led them
to the program and give it to the person they want to apologize to.

Week 4:

In the fourth week, the participants attend a respecting authority presentation where
law enforcement personnel speak to them and share information about what they do
on their jobs and the importance of citizens respecting and cooperating with law
enforcement.

Week 5:

The fifth week entails attending a fun sporting activity and completing session four,
titled “Willing to Be Selfless.” In session four of the curriculum, the participants
discussed the meaning of selfishness and the importance of helping others (willing to
be selfless).

Week 6:

The sixth week entails men from the local community coming to speak to the youth
about how they have turned their lives around for the better and encouraging the boys
to do the same. During the week, the participants complete session 5 in the
curriculum, titled “Navigated by My Purpose.” During this session, the participants
identify their purpose in life and how God leads them toward reaching their purpose.
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Study Measures
The mixed methods used included both surveys administered to participants and unstructured interviews completed with a subset of participants. Below, the researcher describes the
surveys administered followed by the interview protocol used.
Demographic form. The demographic form (see Appendix B) contained questions about
the participant’s age, grade, gender, race, ethnicity, parents’ marital status, and participant’s
living arrangements.
Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (SLSS; Huebner, 1994). The SLSS is a 7-item selfreport questionnaire on students’ global life satisfaction (see Appendix C). Participating youth
will utilize a 6-point Likert scale format that ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (6) strongly
agree. Two of the items on the SLSS must be reverse scored before a mean score can be
obtained. A student’s mean score is calculated by adding all responses and dividing the sum by
the number of items to determine an average overall life satisfaction score. Scoring for SLSS
indicates that higher scores on the questionnaire indicate higher levels of life satisfaction. Itemtotal correlations on the SLSS are adequate and range from r = .46 to .72 (Huebner, 1994).
Huebner (1994) indicated a two-week test-retest reliability coefficient of r =.74, which is
considered acceptable. Gilman and Huebner (1997) reported a test-retest reliability coefficient of
r = .64 over a four-week period, also considered acceptable. Dew and Huebner (1994) indicated
that the SLSS has adequate internal consistency (alpha = .86) when used with adolescents.
Children’s Hope Scale (CHS). The CHS (Snyder et. al., 1997) is a 6-item questionnaire
that measures hope (see Appendix D). Hope is defined as the person’s perceived ability to obtain
future goals. The CHS is a self-report measure on which participants rate items by endorsing
how well each statement describes them, utilizing response options from 1 (None of the time) to
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6 (All of the time). Scoring for the CHS ranges from 6 to 36, with high scores on this measure
signifying greater hopefulness. The internal consistency reliability for CHS scores ranges from
.74 to .84 (Snyder et. al, 1997), and measures of convergent validity have shown a moderately
positive correlation ranging from .38 to .55 (Snyder et. al, 1997). This measure will be used to
assess the participant’s level of hope.
Youth Risk and Resilience Inventory (YRRI). The YRRI is a 54-item self-report
measure (see Appendix E) that assesses the number and types of risk and protective factors
experienced by youth (Brady, 2006). On the YRRI, 18 items assess resilience factors (protective
factors), and 36 items assess risk factors. The protective factors include self-directedness, goal
setting, persistence, proactiveness, supportive relationships, planfulness, and affirming families.
The risk factors include teasing, bullying, emotional stress, intimidation, victimization, violence,
and physical abuse. Each item on the measure is presented as a short statement, and participants
rated their response on a 5-point likert-scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Risk factor scores
on the YRRI measures will be calculated for each participant, and based on their total number of
risks they will be grouped into one of the four risk level categories. The four risk level categories
are low risk, average risk, at-risk, and high risk. Researchers have highlighted the importance of
effective risk assessments among juveniles to accurately identify the risk factors they are faced
with and develop community-based interventions that will address the identified areas of risk
(Wilson & Hodge, 2012; Lipsey et al. 2010).
Interview Protocol. Qualitative data was collected using unstructured individual
interviews with program participants to address research question three. The unstructured
interview protocol created by the researcher was utilized to assess how Hope 4 Boys participants
think the program impacted their lives (see Appendix F). Since the researcher was unfamiliar

54

with the participants’ lives prior to starting the diversion program or the youth’s perceptions of
how the program impacted their lives since starting the program, unstructured interviewing
seemed to be the best option. An unstructured interview exposes the researcher to unanticipated
themes and helps the researcher understand the interviewee’s experiences from their own
personal perspective (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009).
Utilizing unstructured interviews allowed the interview to flow like an everyday
conversation and be more informal without predetermined questions. Unstructured interviews do
not use specific questions; instead, the interviewer will ask open-ended questions specific to the
topic of interest. This method allows for more flexibility with questions, allowing the interviewer
to change and adapt questions based on the interviewee’s answers (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009).
The leading question for all of the Hope 4 Boys individual interviews was, “Tell me about your
experience in the Hope 4 Boys program from the time you entered until you finished?” During
the interview, some interviewees needed additional prompts. The interviewer asked probing
questions such as “How would you describe your experience or relationship with the other boys
in the group or describe the impact of the Hope 4 Boys program on your life?”
Data Collection Procedures
Survey Administration. Twenty-two participants were invited to participate in
completing self-report measures. The participation rate was 100%. All twenty-two participants
obtained parental consent to participate in the study and completed a demographic survey as well
as the following self-report measures: Children’s Hope Scale (CHS), Student Life Satisfaction
Scale (SLSS), and Youth Risk and Resilience Inventory (YRRI). Youth participating in the study
completed self-report measures at two different time points, specifically at the pre-intervention
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stage (the afternoon before starting the program) and the post–intervention stage (the last day in
the program).
On the first day of the 7-week program, the researcher arrived two hours before the start
of the intervention in order to administer the rating scales to the participating youth. The
researcher utilized a protocol and script to ensure participants were given accurate instructions
on how to complete each rating scale and comprehend each question. Specifically, the
participating youth completed the pre-intervention rating scales electronically through the
Qualtrics program on a laptop or iPad or by printed copies of the rating scales (for the
participants who completed the paper copies, the researcher would gather the copies and input
their responses into the Qualtrics program). During the administration of the surveys, the youth
were pulled one by one into a large quiet room at the youth center. Depending on the
participant’s comfort level with reading determined if the researcher read aloud the instructions,
questions, and answer responses to the surveys. For those that elected to complete the surveys
independently, the researcher responded to any question’s participants might have had. After
completing the questionnaires, each participant was assigned a participant number that allowed
matching participants’ questionnaire data. The researcher reviewed completed questionnaires for
missing responses and then completed surveys were downloaded from Qualtrics into the SPSS
database program.
After completing the 7-week diversion program, participants again completed the CHS,
SLSS, and YRRI at the end of their last session. Post-intervention data collection occurred at the
Youth Center and in the same quiet room as the researcher. The researcher used the same
procedures for data collection as for the pre-intervention administration. Completing the rating
scales pre-intervention and post-intervention took, on average, 25 minutes to complete at each
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time point. To track the attendance of the participants in the intervention from first to last
session, the program coordinator-maintained attendance logs to document who was receiving the
intervention each session. The researcher reviewed and analyzed the intervention attendance logs
to report the percentage of the seven sessions each youth received.
Interviews. The individual interviews for this study consisted of randomly inviting eight
participants from the various cohorts to participate in individual interviews. In the consent letter,
parents were informed that their child might be selected to participate in an individual interview.
The individual interviews occurred at the Youth Center where the program sessions took place.
This location was selected to provide participants with a familiar and safe environment. The
researcher attended the last session of the 7-week intervention program and conducted individual
interviews at the end of the last session. The individual interviews took about 5-10 minutes to
complete, the length of the interview was based on how much the participant wanted to share.
The interviewer had the experience and interview training in conducting qualitative
research studies through her doctoral coursework in School Psychology. The researcher that
conducted the interviews was familiar with unstructured interviewing techniques. In addition, the
interviewer has worked as a clinician for the last five years, where she applied interviewing
skills.
All interview sessions were recorded with the use of a digital recorder on a laptop. The
researcher listened to each interviewee’s audio recording and transcribed the interviewee’s words
verbatim. To ensure confidentiality, all identifying information connecting a participant to audio
recording and transcripts were removed and assigned a participant number. Another graduate
student in the school psychology program checked every transcript for accuracy.
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Overview of Data Analysis
Quantitative analysis. Data analyses was conducted using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 27 program. Descriptive statistics were calculated; means,
frequencies, standard deviations, and other descriptive data were used to examine the
participant’s beliefs about hope, life satisfaction, and resilience. A series of statistical analyses
were conducted to answer the two research questions that have been proposed in the study.
Research Question #1: Do participants in the Hope 4 Boys program self-report
changes in their beliefs about hope, life satisfaction, and resilience from preintervention to post-intervention?
Specifically, data corresponding to research question (1) was analyzed using repeated
measures MANOVA analyses. A MANOVA allows for the analysis of multiple dependent
variables at one time instead of just one dependent variable (Warne, 2014). As well, conducting a
MANOVA is beneficial because it decreases the likelihood of Type 1 error (Warne, 2014).
MANOVA analyses were used to determine whether a significant change in beliefs about hope,
life satisfaction, and resilience occurred from pre-intervention to post-intervention. Since the
MANOVA was found to be statistically significant, the researcher conducted univariate followup tests using paired samples t-tests to examine changes in each dependent variable. The alpha
was set at .05 to indicate statistical significance. The repeated measures independent variable is
pre-intervention, and post-intervention, and the dependent variables are the youths’ ratings of
their beliefs about hope, life satisfaction, and resilience. In addition, effect sizes were reported
using Cohen’s d. Effect sizes include .2 for small, .5 for medium, and .8 for large. For the data
to be considered statistically significant, the analysis must achieve an alpha level of .05 or less.
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Research Question #2: What is the relationship between participant’s preintervention risk score on the Youth Risk and Resiliency Inventory and changes in
hope, life satisfaction, and resilience from pre- to post-intervention?
Specifically, data corresponding to research question (2) was analyzed using Pearson
correlations. Risk factor scores on the YRRI measures were calculated for each participant based
on their total number of risk factors on the rating scale. The researcher analyzed the data to
determine if there is a relationship between the level of risk and change in the dependent
variables from pre-to post-intervention. The alpha was set at .05 to indicate statistical
significance.
Qualitative analysis.
Research Question #3: How do Hope 4 Boys participants describe their experiences
in the program and its impact in their lives?
Individual interview data was transcribed verbatim and underwent various analyses to
identify common themes among the study participants. Transcribed interviews were completed
and coded in Microsoft Word. The researcher read through each transcribed interview, developed
codes for specific emergent themes and discussed definitions and common terminology. The
researcher used a thematic analysis approach to identify common patterns, topics, or themes
within the interviews that comes up repeatedly among the interviewees (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Thematic analysis is a frequently used research design because it allows for a flexible analysis
when gathering and interpreting information about people’s opinions or experiences (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). The six-step thematic analysis process that the research used was developed by
Braun and Clark (2006). This process entails: familiarization, coding, generating themes,
reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and writing up.
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The first step in the thematic analysis is familiarizing oneself with the data. This step
entailed the researcher transcribing the audio files of the interviews in Microsoft Word into a
word file and reading through the text, and getting familiar with it. The second step involved the
researcher going through every interview, identifying phrases and sentences that stuck out, and
creating initial codes for the essential phrases and sentences that stuck out to her. The researcher
created initial codes and definitions to evaluate the interviews for specific themes to generate a
codebook. Every interview was coded independently by the researcher and another school
psychologist. The researcher coded all of the interviews with the developed codebook. To verify
inter-coder agreement, the researcher coded all interviews independently, and then coding was
reviewed and agreed upon by another school psychologist.
The third step encompassed developing the specific themes that emerged from the created
codes and their identified patterns. Step four involved reviewing the identified themes to make
sure the themes accurately represent the data. Step five entailed defining and naming each
identified theme. More specifically, the researcher named and defined what is meant by each
theme and how it helped better understand the research question and data. The author pulled
direct quotes from each participant’s transcript that represented the themes identified by the
researcher. After all, coders agreed upon the themes, the researcher and classmate who is now a
school psychologist calculated frequencies for each identified theme. Calculating frequencies
allowed the researchers to identify the number of references associated with the theme. The last
step focused on writing up the analysis of the qualitative data. Analysis of research data and
interpretations of results are within the theoretical framework of positive youth development and
is aligned with positive youth development principles.
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Ethical Considerations
Before starting data collection, this researcher submitted an application for study
approval to the University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB), which deemed the
study exempt from IRB oversight because it met criteria for a program evaluation. Nevertheless,
this researcher followed best practices in conducting research. In order to protect each
participant’s rights, every participant was required to obtain written parental consent. The
consent form explained the purpose of the evaluation study, the possible benefits and risks of
participating and provide the contact information of the principal investigator. In addition, each
participant provided written assent to partake in the study, and they are given the option to
participate or not to participate. Assent forms included information about the purpose of the
study and details on what is expected of the participant. Participants were not required to provide
identifying information such as their names, phone numbers, or address. In order to ensure the
confidentiality of participant’s data, each participant was assigned a code number.
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Chapter IV: Results
This chapter provides the findings from the three research questions analyzed in the
present evaluation study. First, the reliability and descriptive statistics of pre-intervention survey
data are provided. Second, the results from MANOVA analyses are used to determine whether a
significant change in beliefs about hope, life satisfaction, and resilience occurred from preintervention to post-intervention for each participant. Third, Pearson correlation results are
shared to determine a relationship between the level of risk and change in the dependent
variables from pre-to post-intervention. Lastly, the thematic analysis results from eight
participants in the program are summarized in order to gaining insight on how the program
impacted the lives of the young men participating in the Hope 4 Boys program.
Data Screening and Missing Data
The dataset was imported from the Qualtrics program (where participants completed the
rating scales) into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 27 program by
the researcher after all of the surveys were completed. Before running data analysis, all variables
were scanned for accuracy in terms of data entry and missing values. Integrity checks were
completed for at least 10% of participating youth rating scales to ensure accurate data entry. A
100% of the data was entered accurately.
The rates of missing data were minimal, mainly due to data collection occurring in the
Qualtrics program, which does not allow participants to move forward to the following scale
without answering all questions. For participants who completed paper copies of the rating
scales, the researcher visually scanned completed scale packets once they handed them in. When
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the researcher identified missing responses, participants completed the item (s) before returning
to their session. There were no irregular scores found during data screening. Of note, 100% of
the rating scales had all items completed.
Preliminary Analyses
Organization and analysis of all raw data for the evaluation study occurred within SPSS.
Preliminary data analyses included calculating descriptive statistics (i.e., means, skewness,
kurtosis, and standard deviations) for all variables studied. The researcher also calculated
reliability using Cronbach’s alpha for all scales.
Scale reliability. The internal consistency for each rating scale used in this study was
examined (i.e., CHS, SLSS, and YRRI). Internal reliability was calculated for each rating scale at
the pre-intervention time point and at the pos-intervention time point using the scores from the
22 participants. At the pre-intervention phase, the internal consistency (as measured by the
coefficient alpha) for the 6-item CHS was .78. For the 7-item SLSS, the internal consistency
value was .81. The internal consistency for the YRRI was .88 and .87 for the Resiliency and Risk
subscales, respectively. During the post-intervention phase, the internal consistency estimates
for the CHS, SLSS, YRRI Resilience subscale, and the YRRI Risk subscale were .82, .81, .86,
and .87, respectively.
Assumptions. For each variable of interest, the researcher assessed normality, skewness,
and kurtosis at Time 1 and 2 to determine if scores were normally distributed. The outcomes of
these analyses are summarized in Table 4 and Table 5. Scores on the CHS, SLSS, and YRRI
have an estimated normal distribution. The skewness and kurtosis for each measure at Time 1
and 2 fell between -1 and 1.
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Descriptive Analysis for Times 1 and 2. Means and standard deviations for each of the
measures provided estimates of pre- and post-intervention outcomes for participants. See Table 4
for pre-intervention outcomes and Table 5 for post-intervention outcomes. On the CHS, higher
scores indicate greater hope for the future, and lower scores indicate being less hopeful about the
future. The mean score for the CHS was calculated by adding the three agency questions (1, 3, 5)
and the three pathway questions (2, 4, 6) and dividing by 6. The mean total hope score for
participants at Time 1 was 24.82 (SD =5.58) and at Time 2 26.82 (SD =5.29). The average rating
across items during Time 1 ranged from 2-5.83 out of a possible range of 1-6. At Time 1, youth
obtained an average rating of 4.14 (SD = .93). At Time 2, the average rating on questions ranged
from 3 to 6. Participating youth obtained an average rating of 4.47 (SD = .88). The mean ratings
at Time 1 and 2 indicate that the typical youth participant in this study selected high levels of
hope between “a lot of the time” and “most of the time” when completing this measure with a
slight increase in hope evident from Time 1 to Time 2.
On the SLSS, scores above 4.0 are considered to indicate positive life satisfaction. The
average response for SLSS was calculated by reverse scoring items 3 and 4 before adding and
then averaging all seven items. The average rating on questions during Time 1 ranged from 2.295.71 out of a possible range of 1-6. At Time 1, youth obtained an average rating of 4.21 (SD =
.88). At Time 2, the average rating on questions ranged from 2.86 to 5.86. Participating youth
obtained an average rating of 4.48 (SD = .88). The mean ratings at Time 1 and 2 indicate that the
participants tended to “slightly agree” or “agree” to that they have positive life satisfaction with a
slight increase in positive life satisfaction evident.
On the YRRI, 36 items make up the YRRI Risk subscale and eighteen items make up the
resilience subscale. The mean score on the YRRI Risk subscale was calculated by summing the
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36 item responses and dividing by 36 to get a mean score. The average ratings from Time 1
ranged from 1.28 to 1.44 across the items (out of a possible 1-5 range). At Time 1, youth
obtained an average rating of 2.72 (SD = .41) on the YRRI Risk subscale. At Time 2, the average
rating on the risk questions ranged from 1.31 to 2.64. Participating youth obtained an average
rating of 1.83 (SD =.41). The mean ratings at Time 1 and 2 indicate that the participants selected
“Never” or “Seldom” when identifying situations that may be a challenge for them with a slight
decrease evident across time periods.
The average response score on the YRRI Resilience subscale was calculated by summing
the 18 items and dividing them by 18 to get an average response score. The average ratings for
items in Time 1 ranged from 2.56-4.89 (possible ratings ranged from 1 to 5). At Time 1, youth
obtained an average rating of 3.65 (SD = .65). At Time 2, the average rating on the resiliency
questions ranged from 2.89 to 4.94. Participating youth provided an average rating of 3.91 (SD =
.57). The mean ratings at Time 1 and 2 indicate that the participants in this study selected
“Sometimes” or “Often” when identifying their strengths when facing life challenges with a
slight increase occurring across time periods.
Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for All Variables at Pre-Intervention
Variable
Hope

N
22

Life Satisfaction

22

Resilience
Risk

Min.
12

Max.
35

M
24.82

SD
5.58

Skew
-.30

Kurt.
.00

2.29

5.71

4.21

.88

-.26

-.45

22

46

88

65.55

11.69

.31

-.83

22

46

98

68.05

14.78

.62

-.04
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for All Variables at Post-Intervention
Variable
Hope

N
22

Min.
18

Max.
36

M
26.82

SD
5.29

Skew
-.00

Kurt.
-.74

Life Satisfaction

22

2.86

5.86

4.48

.88

-.41

-.55

Resilience

22

52

89

70.36

10.17

.18

-.88

Risk

22

47

95

67.41

14.68

.44

-.59

The YRRI Scoring Table indicating the levels of risk and resilience for particular scores
is summarized in Table 4. Higher scores on the risk subscale represent a higher presence of risk
in a youth’s life. Higher scores on the resilience subscale represent a higher presence of
resilience in a youth’s life. The levels column describes the range of scores in the population. For
example, a “high” score on the risk subscale indicates a person with many life obstacles. Another
example involves a “low” score on the resilience subscale, which indicates a person with a
minimal amount of resilience factors to help him or her overcome life obstacles.
On the YRRI risk subscale, the total risk score for participating youth at Time 1 ranged
from 46 to 98 and at Time 2 ranged from 47 to 95. See Table 6 for the interpretation of risk and
resiliency levels and Table 7 for the number of participants at each level of risk and resilience at
Time 1 and Time 2. At Time 1, the average risk score for participating youth was 68.05 (SD =
14.78) and 67.41 (SD = 14.68) at Time 2, indicating that the average participant had an
“Average” risk level. At Time 1, six participants had a low level of risk, 13 participants had an
average level of risk, and three participants had a higher level of risk. Then at Time 2, seven
participants had a low level of risk, 11 participants had an average level of risk, and four
participants had a higher level of risk. For the YRRI resilience subscale, the total resiliency score
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for participating youth at Time 1 ranged from 46 to 88 and at Time 2 ranged from 52 to 89. The
mean resiliency score at Time 1 was 65.55 (SD = 11.69) and at Time 2 the mean score was 70.36
(SD = 10.17). This outcome indicates that the average resiliency score for the majority of the
participants fell within the “Average” strength level at both time points despite the slight increase
that occurred across time points. At Time 1, nine participants had a low level of resilience, 10
participants had an average level of resilience, and three participants had a high level of
resilience. Then at Time 2, four participants had a low level of resilience, 12 participants had an
average level of resilience, and six participants had a high level of resilience.
Table 6
YRRI Scoring Table
Levels
Very Low
Low
Average
At Risk
High
Very High

Risk
0-44
45-59
60-79
80-99
100-119
120 +

Resiliency
0-44
45-59
60-79
----80-89
90 +

Table 7
Number of Participants at Each Level of Risk and Resilience at Time 1 and Time 2
Levels
Very Low
Low
Average
At Risk
High
Very High

Risk Time 1
0
6
13
3
0
0

Risk Time 2
0
7
11
4
0
0

Resiliency Time 1
0
9
10
----3
0

Resiliency Time 2
0
4
12
----6
0

Descriptive Analysis of the Change in Scores from Time 1 to Time 2. For each
variable of interest, the researcher assessed the average, minimum, maximum, and overall
change in scores from pre-to post-intervention for participating youth. The mean total scores for
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the CHS, SLSS, and YRRI-Resilience scales at Time 1 and Time 2 were utilized to calculate the
difference scores for each dependent variable. The outcomes of these analyses are summarized in
Table 8, Table 9, Table 10, and Table 11.
Table 8
Change in Scores on the Dependent Variables from Time 1 to Time 2.
Variable
Hope

N
22

M
2.00

Min.
-4.00

Max.
6.00

Range
10.00

SD
2.93

Skew
-.29

Kurt.
-.48

Life Satisfaction

22

.27

-1.00

1.15

2.15

.46

-.63

1.83

Resilience

22

4.82

-18.00

14.00

32.00

7.04

-1.50

4.25

On the CHS, the average change in score from pre- to post-intervention was 2.00 (SD =
2.93) for the participating youth. The most significant gain in the hope score from Time 1 to
Time 2 was a gain of six points for 4 out of the 22-participating youth. Four of the participants
experienced a decrease in their hope scores from the beginning to the end of the program. Only
two youth in the study experienced no changes to their CHS score from pre-to post-intervention.
Sixteen of the participating youth experienced at least a one-point increase in their hope score
from the start to the completion of the diversion program. See Table 9 for the change in the hope
score between Time 1 and Time 2 for each of the participating youth.
Table 9
Change in Scores on the Children’s Hope Scale
Change in Hope Scores
-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2

n
1
1
1
1
2
2
6

%
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
9.1
9.1
27.3
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Table 9 (Continued)
3
5
6

2
2
4

9.1
9.1
18.2

For the SLSS, there was an average change score of .27 (SD = .46) between Time 1 and
Time 2 for the twenty-two-participating youth. The minimum change among the participants was
-1.00 and the maximum change that occurred was 1.15. A total of four youth experienced a
decrease in their life satisfaction score from pre- to post-intervention, and two individuals did not
experience a change in their score’s over-time. Sixteen of the participating youth experienced an
increase in their life satisfaction score from Time 1 to Time 2. See Table 10 for the change in the
life satisfaction score between Time 1 and Time 2 for each participating youth.
Table 10
Change in Scores on the Student Life Satisfaction Scale
Change in Score
-1
-.28
-.15
-.14
0
.14
.15
.28
.29
.43
.57
.58
.71
.85
.86
1.15

n
1
1
1
1
2
1
3
1
2
3
1
1
1
1
1
1

%
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
9.1
4.5
13.6
4.5
9.1
13.6
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
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On the YRRI-Resilience scale, participating youth had an average change in score of 4.82
(SD = 7.04) on the resilience measure between Time 1 and Time 2 of the study. The change on
the resiliency subscale per participant varied in range. Specifically, the minimum change was -18
and the maximum change was 14. Three of the participating youth had a decrease in their
resiliency score from Time 1 to Time 2, with one participant having a significant decrease of 18
points in their resiliency score after completing the program. Nineteen of the participants saw a
gain of at least one point in their resiliency score from pre-to post-intervention; more
specifically, ten of the youth had a gain in their resiliency score between 6 and 14. See Table 11
for the change in the resiliency score between Time 1 and 2 for each participant.
Table 11
Change in Scores on the YRRI-Resilience Scale
Change in Score
-18
-3
-2
1
2
3
4
5
6
10
11
12
14

n
1
1
1
2
1
2
2
2
3
2
1
2
2

%
4.5
4.5
4.5
9.1
4.5
9.1
9.1
9.1
13.6
9.1
4.5
9.1
9.1

Research Question 1
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine whether
there was any statistically significant change involving hope, life satisfaction, and resilience
during pre- to post-intervention. The dependent variables were hope, life satisfaction, and
resiliency. The MANOVA indicated that there was a statistically significant change in the set of
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variables across time, Wilks’ Λ = .588, F (3, 19) = 4.436, p < .05. Because the MANOVA was
statistically significant, univariate follow-up tests were conducted using paired samples t-tests to
examine changes in each dependent variable.
In order to determine which dependent variables changed from pre-test to post-test,
paired sample t-tests were conducted (see Table 11). Specifically, paired t-tests were applied to
assess the significance of change between pre- and post-test outcomes of the CHS, SLSS, and
YRRI-resilience scale. In addition, effect sizes were reported using Cohen’s d. The following
hypotheses were projected in Chapter 1:
Hypothesis 1: Participants will report a significant increase in their hope rating as
measured by the Children’s Hope Scale (CHS) from pre-intervention to post-intervention.
Hypothesis 2: Participants will report a significant increase in their life satisfaction rating
as measured by the Brief Multidimensional Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (BMSLSS)
from pre-intervention to post-intervention.
Hypothesis 3: Participants will report a significant increase in resiliency as measured by
the Youth Risk and Resiliency Inventory (YRRI) from pre-intervention to postintervention.
According to the two-tailed paired sample t-tests, the 22 participants demonstrated a
significant increase in hope at the completion of the intervention program (M = 26.82, SD =5.29)
compared to the start of the intervention program (M = 24.82, SD = 5.58), t (21) = -3.204, p =
.004. This increase demonstrated a small effect size (d=.36), suggesting that improvement in
hope for the future may have resulted from participation in the Hope 4 Boys program. A twotailed paired sample t-test revealed that the average life satisfaction scores (M = 4.48, SD = .88)
post-intervention were significantly greater than the hope score at pre-intervention (M = 4.21, SD
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= .88) as well, t (21) = -2.749, p = .012. The effect size for the increase in life satisfaction also
was small in magnitude (d=.31). These results suggest that improvements in a youth’s life
satisfaction may have resulted from their participation in the diversion program. The participants
in the program demonstrated a statistically significant increase in resiliency at the completion of
the intervention program (M = 70.36, SD =10.17) compared to the start of the intervention
program (M = 65.55, SD = 11.69), t (21) = -3.209, p = .004. Increases in resiliency from preintervention to post-intervention had a small effect size as well (d=.41). These outcomes
insinuate that improvements in resiliency may be due to the youth’s involvement in the Hope 4
Boys program.
Table 12 illustrates the pre-intervention mean scores and post-intervention mean scores
for the participating youth. Thus, the results of the statistical analysis supported Hypothesis 1,
Hypothesis 2, and Hypothesis 3. The overall results of the three rating scales from preintervention and post-intervention suggest that the Hope 4 Boys program may increase
participants’ hope for the future, life satisfaction, and resiliency.
Table 12
Paired Sample T-Test Results for All Outcomes from Pre- to Post -Intervention
Measures
Hope
Life
Satisfaction
Resilience
Note: *p <.01

Pre-Intervention
M
SD
24.82 5.58
4.21

.88

65.55 11.69

Post-Intervention
M
SD
n
26.82 5.29
22

df
21

t
-3.20

p
.004

4.48

.88

22

21

-2.75

.012

70.36

10.17

22

21

-3.21

.004
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Research Question 2
A Pearson product-moment correlation was conducted to examine the relationships
between risk score and the change between pre-intervention and post-intervention scores for
hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency in youth that participated in the Hope 4 Boys program. The
following hypothesis was predicted in Chapter 1: There will be a negative relationship between
participants’ pre-intervention risk score and positive change in life satisfaction, hope, and
resilience measures.
Three separate Pearson correlation coefficients were computed to assess the linear
relationship between risk factors and change in the hope for the future, risk factors and change in
life satisfaction, and risk factors and change in resiliency. Overall, the results of this analysis
indicated that there was no significant relationship between a youth’s risk factors and their
changes in strength-based factors (i.e., hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency). Specifically, there
was no significant relationship (a) between a youth’s risk factors and change in the hope for the
future, r (20) = .42, p = .053; (b) between youth risk factors and change in life satisfaction, r (20)
= .19, p = .402; and (c) between youth risk factors and change in resiliency, r (20) = .23, p =
.298. A youth’s risk factors were not associated with changes in hope, life satisfaction, and
resiliency (see Table 13).
However, correlations were also computed to examine the relationship between the
change in the dependent variables hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency levels from Time 1 to
Time 2. There was a consistent link between changes in youth’s life satisfaction and changes in
hope for the future. Data showed a moderate and positive relationship between changes in youth
life satisfaction and changes in hope for the future, r (20) = .50, p = .019. In addition, youth
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changes in resiliency and changes in hope for the future demonstrated a moderate and positive
correlation, r (20) = .49, p = .022.
Table 13
Pearson Correlations Between Risk Scores and Dependent Variables (N = 22)
Measure
1. Risk

1

2

3

4

1

2. D Hope

.417

1

3. D Life Satisfaction

.188

.495*

1

4. D Resilience

.233

.485*

.407

1

Note. Correlation is statistically significant at the *p < 0.05 level.
Research Question 3
The purpose of the qualitative interviews was to gain a more in-depth understanding of
the program’s effectiveness from the participant’s perspective. The participants provided
information on how they feel about the various components of the I’m On My G.R.O.W.N Man
sessions. A thematic analysis was utilized to analyze the data gathered from the participating
youth to address Research Question 3. Findings included six themes that captured the core
similarities of how the eight participants perceived their overall experience in the diversion
program. The six themes that emerged included: 1) Mentorship, 2) Peer Relationships, 3)
Becoming a Grown Man, 4) Academic Support, 5) Recreational Activities, and 6) Break from
Home. Table 14 summarizes the identified themes and the participating youth who discussed
each theme. All participants involved in the study stated that the Hope 4 Boys program helped
them improve their personal lives, friendships, academics, and overall happiness.
Qualitative data collection took place in two different rooms at the Center. One of the
rooms was a room with all glass walls and windows where people could visibly see into and the
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other room had regular walls with no windows to see into. The interviews occurred at tables
inside each of the rooms; the interviewer and interview sat across from each other at the tables.
While interviews occurred, there were program staff and participants at the center engaging in
other activities. The researcher started each interview with the main question. During most of the
interviews, the researcher asked follow-up questions to get the participant to continue talking and
sharing about their experiences. The qualitative interviews were overwhelmingly positive and the
interviewer was surprised there was no constructive or negative feedback provided.
The majority of the interviews were short in length and required the researcher to ask
follow-up questions and reassure participants about the confidentiality of the interview. Even
though the researcher attempted to build rapport and ease any anxieties of the youth who
participated in the interviews, there was still youth who appeared uncomfortable with providing
in-depth responses. The research hypothesizes that there may have been various factors that
impacted participants verbal responses such as having a female interviewer, interview location,
and boys being normally less vocal than girls.
Table 14
Summary of Themes Expressed by the Hope 4 Boys Youth Interviewed
Theme name

1. “Someone to
Count On”

2.
“Building
Friendships”

Description of theme
Participants described the importance of having an
adult mentor in their lives. The Hope 4 Boys staff
members provided the youth with guidance,
motivation, emotional support, and served as a role
model.
Participants described having the opportunity to build
positive peer relationships with other young men. The
Hope 4 Boys program provided a foundation for
healthy social-emotional development.
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Student number
included in theme

1, 3, 5, 7, 8

1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8

Table 14 (Continued)

3.
“Becoming a
Grown Man”

4.
“Getting
Academic Help
is OK”

5.
“Time for
Some Fun”
6.
“Break from
Home”

Participants described the lessons that they learned
from the “I’m On My G.R.O.W.N. Man” curriculum
that was utilized during the 7-week program. The
program helped the young men understand what being
a G.R.O.W.N. man and making positive mature male
decisions actually entails.
Participants described receiving academic help from
tutors and staff members at the Hope 4 Boys program.
The participants were provided with tutoring sessions,
academic motivation and encouragement, organization
and time management skills.
Participants described having the opportunity to
engage in extracurricular activities like physical
sports, outings, and gaming. The program provided
the young men opportunities to improve their physical
well-being, peer-interactions, and emotional health.
Participants described that they liked going to the
program during the week because it provided them the
opportunity to get out of their home environment for a
brief period of time.

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8

1, 4, 5, 6, 8

1, 2, 3

3, 5, 8

Theme one: Someone to count on. The first theme focused on the mentorship
relationship that each youth participant got to be exposed to and involved in with the Hope 4
Boys program staff. Out of the eight participants, five participants reported how they got to
connect with an adult who helped them make better life choices, grow their life skills, and gain a
new perspective on life. Specifically, participants described how the adults in the program acted
as role models to all youth and provided them with a sense of hope for their future, guidance,
advice, and a shoulder to lean on during difficult times. Given some of the youth’s past
experiences with no role model, limited life guidance, neglect, and abuse, the participants
appreciated having an adult in their lives that they could always depend on when in need. The
mentoring relationship was necessary for the youth, as explained by these statements:
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Participant 1 stated, “The program has nice people here. If you need someone to talk to
about things going on in your life, you can talk to them. The youth enjoyed having
various support systems while in the program; they shared that there were adults at the
program that helped them with different things.”
Participant 2 shared, “The staff there kept their word, remained patient with us kids. And
was always their looking out for us, like they will get us things we needed.”
Specifically, role models at Hope 4 Boys provided the participants with a safe
environment to address life issues without judgment and continuous encouragement to flourish in
life. One of the Hope 4 Boys program goals is to provide the youth with mentors that can
develop consistent and emotional bonds with them; and provide them guidance, opportunities,
and supports to meet their life-long goals. Participant 2 explained how staff are willing to help
and support youth they just met, “The program showed me that people that do not know you will
be there to help you. Even though it is their first time meeting you.” Findings suggest that the
youth prefer an environment where they can interact with friendly, empathetic, caring,
resourceful, and dependable staff. The Hope 4 Boys program staff provided the youth with a
support system that they had never experienced before. They were thankful for the guidance to
help meet their goals, accountability, and emotional support.
Theme two: Building friendships. The second theme focused on the youth building
healthy peer relationships with the other participants in their group. Six out of eight participants
shared that they had the opportunity to build positive peer relationships with the other young
men during their time in the program. The youth reported that the program introduced them to
young men dealing with similar struggles as them, and they were able to provide social-
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emotional support to one another. Participant 7, followed by Participant 8, explained their
experience with the other boys in his cohort and how they supported them,
“All the boys are cool in my group. I liked coming to the program to get to know the
boys, and we were all going through similar stuff.”
“Every time I see one of the younger kids in the program, I always encourage them to do
the right thing. To never mess up, to stay in school.”
The program’s set-up requires the young men to spend most of their time together doing
unstructured and structured activities. For example, completing their daily lessons, tutoring
sessions, playing games, and eating are done together. Due to the amount of time the boys spent
together, they reported enjoying their time implementing skills they learned with their peers
during unstructured and structured activities. Participant 1 explained his experience with the
other young men as,
“My relationship is strong with the boys in my group; I like both of them. They are really
cool and are fun to play with. While in the program the young men worked on developing
positive peer-interactions through their lesson on interacting with other people in an
appropriate manner and through engaging in extracurricular activities like football,
basketball, and video gaming.”
All the young men in the program were unfamiliar with each other prior to starting. A
majority of the boys in the program were able to develop friendships that stemmed beyond their
time in the program. Participants 5 and 8 share their experience with building friendships with
the other boys outside of the program as well,
“I have a good friendship with the boys in my group, I talk to them at and outside of the
youth center on the phone and on social media.”
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“Everybody in my group is nice. Everybody talks to each other without trying to be
rude.”
A number of the youth reported that the program helped them communicate effectively
with other people. Doing so has helped them interact with each other positively, open up to each
other, and resolve conflicts that develop.
Theme three: Becoming a grown man. The theme represents the perceived impact that
the Hope 4 Boys curriculum the G.R.O.W.N. man had on the participating youth. The core
elements of the curriculum address the topics of understanding the right values to have, giving
back to others, and taking responsibility for their actions. All eight participants reflected on the
positive impact that the weekly lessons had on their lives in teaching responsibilities, learning
coping strategies, and goal planning. Participants described the Hope 4 Boys program’s impact
on developing and improving their life responsibilities. In Participant’s 2 experience:
“I learned the importance of having responsibilities and making grown man decisions
while participating in the program. I have way more responsibilities at home since being
in the program. I am trying to help my mom and dad around the house more by cleaning
my room, clearing the table, cleaning the bathroom, and cutting the yard.”
In Participant’s 6 experience:
“The program has changed me by turning me into a responsible person. I would normally
get yelled at by my grandmother for not helping and I would get an attitude and irritated
with her real fast when she would ask me to do something. But since I came to the
program, I have realized that’s not how I should respond to her. So, I just want to act
responsible every time she asks me to do something.”
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The participating youth identified that the G.R.O.W.N. man curriculum had a lesson on
Anger Management that taught them various coping strategies to deal with anger and stressful or
challenging life situations. Their identified coping strategies varied widely from taking walks,
listening to music, playing sports, and talking to friends. Participants 1 and 3 shared their coping
strategies for when they get angry or frustrated with something or someone:
“The weekly lessons helped make me a better person and control my anger issues.
Instead of fighting or cussing people out I just walk away.”
“Like I have anger issues and normally gets mad quick. But since being in the program,
when I get angry now, I walk away from the person and put on my headphones to listen
to one of my favorite songs.”
The Hope 4 Boys Program had a weekly lesson to teach young men to establish and
obtain life goals. The young men reported that they enjoyed working with staff members on
setting realistic personal and educational goals with actionable steps and plans. During the
interview, Participant 5 shared how the program helped him with goal setting:
“They talked to us about how to become a grown man. How to set goals for the things
you want in life or things you find important to you. They talked to us about what we
want to be in life, like a career.”
Setting goals is an essential lesson within the program. When the youth come into the
program, they are looking to change their current life direction and need adult support in making
those life changes. Youth reported that working on their goals gave them something to work
towards and provided them with hope for their future. Participant 6 shared how the program
helped him better understand what he wanted to do in life:
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“I want to be the first one in my family to go to college. The most important part of the
program is just learning the information they are teaching you about.”
Participant 7 explained that the program helped him look at life from a different perspective:
“Like life is not all about having fun and giggling all the time. Life is serious and if you
do something real tragic that can mess up your life.”
Theme four: Getting academic help is ok. The fourth theme involved the Hope 4 Boys
program’s academic support to all participating youth. Academic support entailed one-on-one or
small group tutoring services for the young men from the Hope 4 Boys program staff members.
Each program session began with a half-hour or hour tutoring session for the young men. During
tutoring time, the young men would get support in the classes they struggled with or work on
foundational skills they were missing in mathematics or language arts. In his interview,
Participant 6 disclosed his views on the tutoring supports he received:
“I liked the tutoring part of the program. Like before we do the group curriculum, we
would do a math session together. That helped us a lot because she gave us note cards to
write down notes so we could take them with us.”
In addition, Participant 5 shared how the tutors taught him math skills like fractions and how
getting tutoring help at the program helped him catch up on the stuff he missed in school.
The Hope 4 Boys program created a learning environment where the young men felt comfortable
asking academic questions in front of their peers. The young men reported that the tutoring
sessions provided them with additional academic help beyond the help they received at school.
Participant 8 said, “The tutoring sessions allowed me to receive an education until I return back
to school next year.”
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Staff members were available to provide tutoring support, but the participants shared that
they received academic help from their peers. In their interviews, the young men explained that
they enjoyed helping their peers with their work because it made them feel helpful and useful to
someone else. Participant 1 shared:
“When I was struggling trying to read 12th grade words and would get stuck, the other
boys would jump in and help me. Getting help from them made me feel supported.”
Participant 4 expressed in his interview how he liked doing academic work with his group of
peers:
“I liked how we would do school-work together and help each other with our work. I
would help (name removed) with his math problems all the time.” Even a youth that was
not currently enrolled in school found the tutoring sessions helpful.
Theme five: Time for some fun. The fifth theme involved the Hope 4 Boys program’s
recreational activities for young men. The majority of the youth shared that the diversion
program provided them with opportunities to play video games, football, and basketball outside.
For example, Participant 1 said, “You can play basketball, football, soccer, or anything here. It is
like a cool program and stuff.”
Three out of eight participants shared how they enjoyed engaging in recreational
activities at the program because it allowed them to play with others their age and engage in
activities, they did not have available at home. Participant 2 shared, “I enjoyed playing the games
with the other kids. Really, throwing the football.”
Similar to Participant 2, Participant 3 explained that his experience in the program was excellent,
and he enjoyed playing games outside or video games with the other boys.

82

Theme six: Break from home. The final theme communicated how three out of eight of
the youth viewed coming to the program as an escape or outlet from the stressors in their homes.
Many youths explained how coming to the program allowed them to escape arguments with
siblings and/or parents, to avoid being asked to do multiple chores in the house, and to be away
from negative friends. For example, Participant 8 explained that:
“Coming to the youth center gave me an outlet; getting away from home allowed me to
focus more on myself and get rid of distractions like my friends, girlfriend, and family.”
The Hope 4 Boys program environment always had a welcoming environment per the
interviewed participants. The youth center was always clean, had bright colors on the walls, and
had things for them to do for fun. For example, Participant 3 said, “I look forward to coming to
the program on Mondays and Fridays because I was tired of always being in the house. I could
not wait to be able to play the games.” Similar to the experiences of the other participants,
Participant 5 expressed how he looked forward to going to the program during the week:
“I enjoyed getting out of the house because I have been home so much since the
lockdowns and quarantines because of the coronavirus.”
The program also provided the youth with the opportunity to experience activities and
restaurants that they do not get to frequently engage with at home. Participant 2 reflected on his
experience with getting free food while he was at the program. He said, “Coming to the program
during the week, I got to eat foods from different fast food places like McDonald’s and Taco
Bell. I was shocked they bought us food because most programs don’t serve people food.”
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Chapter V: Discussion
This evaluation study was the first program evaluation assessing the effectiveness of the
Christian-centered juvenile diversion program Hope 4 Boys program for adolescent males. This
mixed-methods evaluation study aimed to investigate the impact the Hope 4 Boys program had
on adolescent males in the areas of hope for the future, life satisfaction, and resiliency from preto post-intervention. In order to gain a more in-depth perspective and experience on how the
program impacted the young men, qualitative interviews were conducted and analyzed. The
program evaluation also aimed to provide feedback and recommendations to the Hope 4 Boys
staff for future program implementation.
The final chapter provides a summary of the results and a discussion of the findings in
how it relates to current literature on juvenile diversion programs and their effectiveness. Then
the current study’s limitations are discussed, followed by recommendations for future program
development and recommendations for future research studies.
Summary of Findings
Given the conclusions mentioned above, the primary implication for this study was to
identify the effectiveness of the Hope 4 Boys program and if it improves positive youth
development among youth involved in the juvenile justice system. The utilization of a mixedmethods study helped broaden the understanding of the Hope 4 Boys program. It further
supported their efforts in making a difference in the lives of the youth they serve, specifically
those involved in the juvenile justice system. Overall, the results from the CHS, SLSS, YRRIResilience surveys, and the qualitative interviews indicate that most of the program participants
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found the Hope 4 Boys program to be beneficial and would recommend the program to youth
with similar life difficulties. The findings suggest that Hope 4 Boys program positively affects at
least one area of all the participating youth’s life despite their level of risk in life. Therefore, the
results suggested that participation in the Hope 4 Boys program is associated with increases in
hope, life satisfaction, and resilience among participating youth from pre-intervention to postintervention. Through the quantitative and qualitative data, many of the participants stated that
various program components were influential in helping them recognize their positive and
negative behaviors to prevent future recidivism. The young men expressed that the program staff
played a critical role in their growth throughout the program by creating a welcoming
environment, being attentive to the youth’s needs, and motivating them to become a G.R.O.W.N.
man. Past research has shown that strong positive relationships with adults, positive peer support,
engagement with prosocial activities in the community, and a positive attitude toward school, are
significant predictors of non-recidivism behavior (Intravia et al., 2017; Leverso et al., 2015;
Lodewijks et al., 2010).
Impact of Hope 4 Boys on Participants’ Hope, Life Satisfaction, and Resiliency
The first research question investigated if the Hope 4 Boys Program participants reported
changes in their beliefs about hope, life satisfaction, and resilience from pre-intervention to postintervention. The analysis revealed a statistically significant increase in hope, life satisfaction,
and resilience from pre-intervention to post-intervention, consistent with the researcher’s
hypotheses. These findings suggest that the Hope 4 Boys program may have positively impacted
the participating youth. The framework of the Hope 4 Boys program is centered around positive
youth development and strength-based practices, where they focus on enhancing the
development of the young men in the areas of competence, confidence, character, and
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connections (Benson and Pittman, 2001). The potential impact the Hope 4 Boys diversion
program had on the three strength factors assessed in this study are considered significant to
positive youth development and will be discussed in detail next.
Hope. Literature shows that feelings of hopelessness are prevalent among at-risk youth
and adolescent offenders due to environmental, family, and individual factors to which they are
exposed (Abram et al., 2008; Joiner & Wagner, 1995). With the participants being exposed to
various life risk factors like trauma, poverty, parental incarceration, low academic performance,
and low self-esteem, it might seem logical they might have diminished hope for their future.
However, in this study, most of the participants reported an average level of risk factors and were
not considered at-risk based on the YRRI measure. Possibly due to the lack of risk factors
reported among the participants, most of the participants started the program with medium or
high levels of hope during the pre-intervention phase. Even though feelings of helplessness have
been found prevalent among adolescent offenders (Abram et al. 2008), the Hope 4 Boys program
youth demonstrated medium to average levels of hope throughout the pre-intervention and postintervention phases. Despite these already high levels of hope, findings indicated increases from
pre- to post-intervention suggesting that the program may have still had an impact.
One potential explanation involves one of the core elements of the Hope 4 Boys program,
goal setting, which involves helping the young men identify their life purpose and strategies for
reaching their purpose. The program strived to motivate first-time offenders to work towards
building a life they love instead of trying to escape from their current life. Through mentorship
and goal-setting lessons, the program staff helped young men identify short-term and long-term
goals. Literature indicates that the more hope and direction the youth have in accomplishing their
goals, the more likely they would achieve them (Valle et al., 2006), consistent with findings that
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all participants completed the program and did not recidivate during the 7-weeks. Hopeful
children and youth who sense that they can attain goals then feel positive about themselves;
conversely, children who sense that they cannot attain goals then feel negative about themselves
(Joiner & Wagner, 1995).
The majority of the participants indicated on quantitative and qualitative results that they
improved upon their personal beliefs and confidence that their individual goals could be
achieved throughout the program. Sixteen of the twenty-two youth in the program improved
upon their sense of hopefulness about their future and goal-setting abilities as they began to
receive guidance, encouragement, and resources. Due to unknown factors, four youth
experienced a decline in their hope levels from pre-intervention to post-intervention, and two
youth experienced no change in their hope levels over time. These results conflict with research
outcomes from Oyserman and Markus (1990). The authors found that youth involved in the
juvenile justice system consistently possess fewer positive expectations for the future when
compared to adolescents that are not involved with the juvenile justice system. Students with
high hope scores tend to have more positive social interactions, optimism, self-esteem, and
academic achievement (Snyder et al., 1997). In contrast, individuals with hopelessness have
negative expectations for the future and low expectations that their desired goals will be achieved
(Joiner & Wagner, 1995).
A study by Duke et al. 2009 investigated the relationship between hopelessness and youth
violence perpetration among middle and high school youth. The research study results indicated
a strong relationship between moderate-high hopelessness and violence perpetration. The study
revealed that only one in ten males and one in seven females self-reported moderate-high
hopelessness levels, indicating the majority of the participants possessed hopelessness. These
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findings are similar to other studies that suggest that youth who lack a positive view of their
future may not care about the consequences of their behaviors and may therefore engage in more
defiant behavior (Stoddard et al., 2012). A need has been established for juvenile delinquency
prevention and intervention programs to incorporate strategies to reinforce the development of
hope and optimism traits within programs targeted at reducing violent acts among at-risk youth
(Duke et al., 2009).
The Hope 4 Boys study demonstrated a direct increase in hope for the future after a youth
completed the diversion program. The Hope 4 Boys program assisted the young men in
developing goal-directed thinking and planning to meet their identified goals. Even though the
participants demonstrated an increase in their sense of hope across time, the study did not
identify the specific program component (s) that may have contributed to that increase. It is
possible that the increase in the youth’s sense of hope was likely due to a combination of
resources and support provided through Hope 4 Boys program (Snyder et al., 1991).
Furthermore, diversion programs should continue to promote hopefulness through program
resources and support to help improve positive youth development among this target population
of youth.
Life Satisfaction. The Hope 4 Boys program strived to improve the lives of the young
men who participated in the diversion program by improving their personal and contextual
factors contributing to the development and change in their life satisfaction. A youth’s level of
life satisfaction is impacted by a variety of factors including personality traits, self-efficacy
beliefs, parenting styles, and goals (Gilman & Huebner, 2003; Proctor et al., 2009). In addition,
quality interactions with parents, teachers, peers, and mentors, daily positive experiences, and
participation in structural and fulfilling activities are influential in developing life satisfaction in

88

adolescents (Gilman & Huebner, 2003; Proctor et al., 2009). More specifically, the Hope 4 Boys
program staff spent time with the young men on establishing goals, building quality relationships
with adults and peers, and engaging in day-to-day activities related to the participants’ lives.
Life satisfaction is an essential component of positive youth development. It is believed
to help young offenders who lack both internal and external resource necessary for overall
satisfaction with life (Gilman & Huebner, 2003; Proctor et al., 2009). Life satisfaction is
considered one of many protective factors in a youth’s life that will play a role in helping defiant
youth transition into positive and productive adults who will not engage in delinquent acts.
Research has discovered that low levels of life satisfaction is related to emotional problems
(Valois, Zullig, Huebner, & Drane, 2004), substance use (Zullig, Valois, Huebner, Oeltmann, &
Drane, 2001), internalizing and externalizing behaviors (Suldo & Huebner, 2004), violence
(MacDonald, Piquero, Valois, & Zullig, 2005), and perceived stress (Abolghasemi &
Varaniyab, 2010). In contrast, high levels of life satisfaction are connected to youth having
academic engagement (Lewis et al., 2011), a sense of hope (Gilman & Huebner, 2006), prosocial
behaviors (Froh et al., 2010), and healthy living styles (Frisch, 2000). One might expect that the
youth participating in the program would have low levels of life satisfaction due to their
involvement in the juvenile justice system. Longitudinal research studies revealed that youth
who have higher levels of life satisfaction are less likely to engage in externalizing behaviors in
response to stressful life events (Suldo & Heubner, 2004) and exhibit fewer behavioral problems
overall (Sun & Sheck, 2012).
The majority of the participants in this research study started the program with mildly
positive levels of life satisfaction despite having a history of delinquent behaviors and facing
various life risk factors. Sixteen participating youth showed small gains in their life satisfaction
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score from Time 1 to Time 2. The improved outcomes in life satisfaction over the 7-week
program align with the Hope 4 Boys program goals of building relationships and helping young
men become grounded in their values instead of focusing on things in their life that are not of
substance. Qualitative and quantitative data indicated that the young men were able to develop
stable and positive attitudes toward their current life status; in hopes that gaining an increase in
life satisfaction will decrease the occurrence of problem behaviors at school, at home, and in the
community.
The youth in this study possess numerous protective factors that help reduces the adverse
effects of stressful life events and increase their life satisfaction. Research has shown a strong
correlation between sentence type and life satisfaction among young male offenders (Bunnk et
al., 2016). This indicates that the young men in the Hope 4 Boys program may have a positive
outlook on their life because their sentencing outcome of completing a diversion program is
more favorable than being incarcerated inside a juvenile detention center. Young men sentenced
to the juvenile detention center experience lower levels of life satisfaction, possibly due to being
in a correctional facility with limited resources, and their personal view of self is negatively
altered (Bunnk et al., 2016). Life satisfaction has been shown to moderate the effects of adverse
life events (Proctor et al., 2009). At this time, limited information is known about life satisfaction
and its importance among youth offenders in diversion programs. Researchers should continue to
investigate the relationship between life satisfaction and youth who engage in delinquent
behaviors.
Resilience. The Hope 4 Boys diversion program strived to intervene in the lives of
adolescent males that are faced with an accumulation of risk factors across various domains. The
program’s target population is of concern because the more risk factors an individual is exposed
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to or experiences, the greater the likelihood of developing internalizing and externalizing
behaviors. Youth involved in the juvenile justice system are believed to have several risk factors
that contribute to a greater likelihood of involvement in delinquent acts. In order to assist youth
in overcoming the risk factors, that they are faced with the program focused on establishing
resiliency in the lives of the young men to help them cope with stressful events and challenges.
Over the seven weeks, most of the young men in the program increased their level of
resiliency. They demonstrated resilience by increasing their goal setting, supportive
relationships, proactiveness, planfulness, and overall healthy development despite exposure to
adverse life situations. Specifically, nineteen participants saw a gain of at least one point in their
resiliency total score from pre-to post-intervention; more specifically, ten of the youth had a gain
in their resiliency score between 6 and 14. The participants started the program with an average
level of resilience, indicating they have some form of resiliency across various life domains (i.e.,
education, personal, and family). With the increase in resiliency scores from pre-intervention to
post-intervention, the program was able to assist participants in developing or improving upon
their resiliency in various life domains where resiliency may have been lacking. Resiliency is a
trait that may change over time due to one’s development and interaction with the environment
(Kim-Cohen & Turkewitz, 2012)
Quantitative findings revealed that involvement in the Hope 4 Boys program may have
increased resiliency scores among participating young men. The qualitative data also implies that
the youth were able to build up their resilience through the mentorship relationships, encouraging
self-discipline, and learning healthy coping strategies to deal with life adversities. The youth that
possessed an average level of resilience post-intervention are believed to have the following four
resiliency qualities: a sense of purpose and future, social competence, problem-solving skills,
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and autonomy (Bernard, 1993). In addition, resilient individuals have been found to have higher
energy levels, self-confidence, creativity, and communication skills than non-resilient peers
(Hart, Atkins & Fegley, 2003).
In order to make sure the youth in the program maintained their healthy level of
resiliency after exiting the program, the curriculum focused on working with the young men on
establishing a cumulative amount of protective factors that could be utilized in various areas of
their lives when faced with challenges. When adolescents lack faith in their abilities or their
ability to control their lives, they are more likely to resort back to familiar negative patterns of
action (Werner,1998). In order to avoid youth reverting to unhealthy ways of coping or
recidivating its essential to continuously promote positive goals, resources, processes, and
outcomes.
One protective factor that is influential in guiding at-risk youth and instilling resiliency
into them continuously through support and intervention is mentorship (Brown, 2004).
Mentorship is when a youth has at least one consistent, positive, and influential adult role model
in their life. The Hope 4 Boys program strived to build mentorship relationships with each young
man in the program; the mentorship relationship was embedded into the sessions and even after
the completion of the program. Participants reported various forms of nonjudgmental and
consistent social support from the staff and mentors in the Hope 4 Boys program. Through the
mentorship relationships in the program, the youth were able to build upon their strengths and
self-confidence and develop appropriate coping strategies and resiliency to manage their
emotions and behaviors (Brown, 2004).
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Risk Factors Interaction with Hope, Life Satisfaction, and Resilience
Research question two aimed to determine the relationship between participants’ risk
score and changes in hope, life satisfaction, and resilience from pre-intervention to postintervention. The findings indicated no relationship between the level of risk and changes in
variables hope, life satisfaction, and resilience. These findings suggest that the Hope 4 Boys
program may have positively impacted the participating youth despite the number of risk factors
the youth has. The results for question two were not expected, given the literature on risk factors
and their negative impact on one’s life, especially when there is a cumulative amount of risk
factors one is experiencing. However, the majority of the participant in the study indicated an
average level of risk in their lives, indicating they have some level of risk but not enough to be
an area of concern or warrant a need for intervention based on their risk score. With the small
sample of participants utilized and the lack of a control group in this study, it is hard to compare
this study data to other studies that have identified the impact that risk factors have on various
areas of a youth’s life (i.e., individual, school, home, relationships).
The development of externalizing behaviors and juvenile delinquency is often associated
with labeling youth negatively, their inability to create and achieve goals, and lack of confidence,
thereby leaving adolescents without a clear path to positive youth development. Adolescents that
come in contact with the juvenile justice system generally present with various problems and risk
factors such as history of low academic achievement, mental health problems, lower
socioeconomic status, antisocial peer group, drug use and abuse, abuse or neglect in family, and
experience of violence and trauma in the home and neighborhood (Katz, Kling, Liebman, 2001;
Sickmund, 2004). Risk factors are categorized into individual, peer, school, family, and
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neighborhood domains. When risk factors in these various domains interact and cumulate, it
increases the likelihood of delinquent behavior.
Furthermore, the findings from this study revealed significant relationships between the
three dependent variables. There was a significant positive relationship between life satisfaction
difference scores and hope difference scores, indicating that youth with high levels of life
satisfaction were significantly more likely to have high levels of hope than youth who have
lower levels of life satisfaction. There was also a significant positive relationship between
resilience and hope, indicating that youth with high levels of resilience were significantly more
likely to have high levels of hope than youth who have lower levels of resilience.
This evaluation study concluded a positive relationship between life satisfaction and hope
for the future. Specifically, it can be assumed that youth who participated in the Hope 4 Boys
program had high levels of life satisfaction and are more likely to have high levels of hope for
the future than youth who have low levels of life satisfaction. Other research studies have also
found that hope is positively correlated with life satisfaction (Valle, Huebner, & Suldo, 2006).
Life satisfaction has been found to protect against stressful life events that youth experience and
acts as a mediator between the association of adverse life events and delinquent behaviors (Suldo
& Huebner, 2004). Previous longitudinal (Lyons et al., 2004) and cross-sectional studies (Sun &
Shek, 2010; Suldo & Huebner, 2006; Valois et al., 2001) have found a negative association
between youth’s life satisfaction and delinquent behaviors. Middle school students with low
levels of life satisfaction were found to demonstrate delinquent behaviors (Valois et al., 2001,
Valoise et al., 2006), and those with higher levels of life satisfaction were less likely to show
delinquent behaviors (Sun & Shek, 2010; Valois et al., 2010).
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In addition, results revealed a positive relationship between resilience difference score
and hope difference score. Specifically, participants in the study with high scores of resilience
are more likely to have high scores of hope for the future than youth who have lower scores of
resilience. Hope and resilience are considered psychological traits that can act as protective
factors against adversity (Masten, 2014b). Individuals who are hopeful possess a positive
mindset that is reflective of a sense of confidence and believe they can create a plan to achieve
their desired goals (Masten and Coatsworth, 1998). These youth perceive obstacles as temporary
challenges they can overcome and can use their hopefulness as a tool to create alternative paths
to achieving their goals. Hope and resilience are similar constructs, as they both strive to
maintain an optimistic view when experiencing adversity in life. These psychological traits have
been discovered to positively influence one’s quality of life (Wu, 2011). Hope and resilience
traits can protect against an individual’s the life stressors (Wu, 2011).
One factor possibly contributing to why the participants’ risk factors did not impact the
improvement of the dependent variables could be due to the population of youth the program
services. Juvenile delinquents can receive various consequences for their behavior (i.e.,
diversion, probation, incarceration). The consequence chosen for the youth is based on the crime
committed, the number of criminal acts over time, and the likelihood of rehabilitation. The
individuals referred to the Hope 4 Boys program have committed minor offenses, such as
fighting, possession of marijuana, theft, and vandalism. For that reason, the Hope 4 Boys
program is seen as a diversion program that provides services for first-time or second-time
juvenile offenders with limited exposure to the juvenile justice system. For that reason, it may
not be surprising that the individuals in this study possess minimal risk factors. The average
participant in this study was found to have a risk level score of 68 falling, in the Average range.
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In addition, when working with adolescence, it is essential to recognize that this age
group is undergoing emotional, physical, and psychological developmental changes due to
puberty. During these developmental changes, adolescents are at a greater risk of engaging in
delinquent behaviors and connecting with negative peer groups. Adolescents often have distorted
perceptions of risk, lack of future direction, impulsivity, and increased vulnerability to peer
groups during this developmental period (Leverso, Bielby, & Hoelter, 2015). For this reason, it
cannot be assumed that the youth in diversion programs are engaging in delinquent acts because
research has shown that youth who engage in delinquency have been found to have a cumulative
amount of risk factors and minimal protective factors. The theory that the more risk factors one
has the greater the likelihood they will engage in delinquent behavior does not hold true for this
sample of participants. The youth in the Hope 4 Boys program are first-time offenders and do not
have a lengthy criminal record and only have an average amount of risk factors. Indicating, the
participants in the program may have only committed a criminal act due to the developmental
changes they are experiencing and not because of the risk factors in their lives.
The Hope4 Boys program was developed with the intention to target juvenile delinquent
behavior early on in an adolescent’s life to avoid reoffending behaviors in the future. Given that
the Hope 4 Boys program services participants that are just beginning to engage in criminal acts
and are not considered career criminals, there may be a greater likelihood that the Hope 4 Boys
program can help reduce their delinquent behaviors and increase their prosocial behaviors. This
study and past research have shown that most juvenile offenders do not evolve into lifelong
criminals. Juvenile offenders are more likely to experience positive turning points in their lives
(Sampson & Laub, 2003).
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Insight into Participants in the Hope 4 Boys Program
Another component of this evaluation study examined the real and lived experiences of
the participating youth who completed the Hope for Boys program. This research aimed to learn
from delinquent youths’ experiences with juvenile diversion programs by analyzing their words
and experiences. It was hypothesized that most of the participants would express having a
positive experience in the program; and share that the program helped improve their academics,
peer and personal relationships, and outlook on life. Six themes emerged from the individual
unstructured interviews: 1) Mentorship 2) Peer Relationship 3) Becoming a Grown Man 4)
Academic Support 5) Recreational Activities 6) Break from Home. Overall, results from the
qualitative portion of the study indicate that most of the participants found the Hope 4 Boys
program beneficial to their lives. They would be interested in staying in the program beyond the
required seven weeks. All of the young men interviewed desired to have a better life and were
concerned about what life would be like once they were no longer in the program.
The young men appeared to share similar experiences in the Hope 4 Boys Program. The
findings indicated that the youth reported a positive experience, relationship, and impact between
them and the Hope 4 Boys program that aligns closely with the goals of the positive youth
development framework. The participants’ perspectives of the program’s operations, the
curriculum utilized, the activities offered, and relationships with staff and peers were similar.
Gathering the perspectives of the participants provided an opportunity for other stakeholders in
the program to receive insight into how participants perceive the program.
Hope 4 Boys program helped the young men address their risk factors by providing them
with mentorship, academic support, extracurricular opportunities, and social-emotional lessons
that will help the young men minimize their life risk factors. The youth indicated that the Hope 4

97

Boys program improved their peer relationships, family relationships, coping strategies, and
responsibilities around their home. Research has shown that diversion programs that focus on a
youth’s emotional development, structured activities, ongoing training for mentors, and progress
monitoring of program implementation seem favorable (Dubois et a., 2002; Tolan et al., 2014).
Mentorship. The first theme, “Someone to Count On” represents participants’ opinions
on the importance of having a dependable and supportive adult and support system in their life. It
is hypothesized that the mentorship relationships that the youth were able to establish with the
staff played a role in improving peer relationships, resiliency, academic confidence, hope,
delinquent behaviors, and overall life satisfaction. The positive youth development framework
has shown that youth benefit from close and compassionate relationships with adults who are
positive role models (Barton, 2004). Specifically, role models at the Hope 4 Boys program
provided the participants with a safe environment to address life issues without judgment and
continuous encouragement to flourish in life.
The young men in the program expressed a desire to build relationships with the program
staff because they lacked an adult mentor or role model in their lives. Participants expressed how
the Hope 4 Boys Program helped them feel a sense of connectedness and care between
themselves and the adults. At-risk and delinquent youth have difficulty trusting the adults that
come into their lives due to past negative interactions with family members, teachers, or other
adults in their community (Melotti, G. et al., 2018). As time progressed in the program, the youth
built trustworthy relationships with staff and mentors, which made them feel comfortable asking
for help and trusting other adults again. By the completion of the program the participants felt
capable of achieving their life goals and making progress with improving their behaviors.
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In addition, the adolescents acknowledged that the staff is invested in helping the youth
improve their lives despite the rule-breaking behavior that got them into the program. One youth
was in awe that the staff members wanted to help him when they barely knew who he was.
Through the mentorship relationship, the mentor became an adult in the youth’s life who assisted
them with identifying their negative peers and how those behaviors impacted them and the
people around them. The youth in the program attributed their success to the relationships they
were able to build with their mentors and other staff apart of Hope 4 Boys.
The participants described their mentoring experience as effective because their mentors
assisted them in identifying factors related to their problem behaviors and in implementing
intervention strategies to address their problem behaviors. The social learning theory emphasizes
the importance of adolescents learning and imitating the behaviors of the individuals they find
important to them (Forgays & DeMilio, 2005). This theory proposes that through positive
encouragement and modeling of behaviors, mentors will be able to influence participants to
partake in positive activities within and outside of the Hope 4 Boys program. The current study
contributed to the literature by demonstrating that at-risk males can learn to trust when adults are
compassionate and devoted.
Peer Relationships. The second theme, “Building Friendships” reflects how the youth
described their ability to build healthy and stable friendships with the other young men in their
group. A common risk factor that may affect delinquency is a youth with friends who engage in
delinquent behaviors. Thornberry’s interactional theory suggests that the type of peer
relationships a youth develops affects delinquent behavior and that delinquent behavior impacts
the type of peer relationships formed (Matsueda & Anderson, 1998; Thornberry, 1987;
Thornberry et al., 1994).
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Data from the qualitative interviews indicated that participation in Hope 4 Boys
positively impacts social connectedness among the participating youth. The young men in the
program expressed a new sense of belonging and a strong desire to build new healthy
relationships and friendships. Throughout the 7-week program, the youth learned the importance
of surrounding themselves with a prosocial peer group and recognized antisocial peers as a
detriment to their lives. While going through this self-evaluation process, some participants
indicated they had to part ways with unhealthy friendships. Through their process of identifying
their values and inner self, participants were able to identify healthy character traits that a friend
should possess. Sampson and Laub (2003) found that one’s peer relationships can create
opportunities to transition their life by either reinforcing or reducing criminal behavior. Since the
youth were dealing with similar life obstacles, they would often encourage one another to do the
right thing and make life choices that were favorable to becoming a G.R.O.W.N man.
The participants described how they were able to establish quality friendships with the
other young men in the program throughout the seven weeks. The young men discussed how
they spent a lot of time alone in their rooms or hanging with just a handful of young men from
school or their neighborhoods before joining the program. The young men desired to relate and
feel like they belonged to a peer group. Through the weekly lessons, the young men had the
opportunity to learn how to interact with friends; for example, they learned about understanding
other people’s perspectives and emotions, apologizing and making amends, and engaging and
interacting in conversation activities with other youth.
Getting the opportunity to build new peer relationships is an important component of the
diversion program because it allows the youth to surround themselves with peers striving to
engage in prosocial behaviors. This Hope 4 Boys program component aligns with the social
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learning theory that youth engage in delinquent behaviors because they are taught and reinforced
to engage in delinquent behaviors by peers or other people in their lives (Bandura, 1978). By
participating in the program, the youth can collaborate on building new identities for themselves
through their social and behavioral interactions. Craig et al. (2017) researched how social bonds
can decrease the impact of risk factors on juvenile offenders. They discovered that adolescents
with strong social bonds and an attachment to their community (i.e., positive prosocial
relationships with peers and family members) were significantly less likely to re-offend (Craig et
al., 2017).
Becoming a Grown Man. The third theme that surfaced from the interviews, “Becoming
a Grown Man,” focused on how the participants were taught what it means to be a G.R.O.W.N
man and make positive, mature life decisions. This curriculum wanted to target the young men
who have coined themselves “GROWN” despite not meeting the legal age to constitute
themselves as such. It’s believed that these young men have a desire to engage in adult actions
and activities when they lack the appropriate level of maturity or tools to engage in those
activities effectively. The majority of the participants shared how the program helped them build
an understanding of life values, the importance of helping others, and taking responsibility for
their actions.
Participants shared how, when they first started the program, they were apprehensive
about if they would be able to live up to the expectation of being a G.R.O.W.N. man that was set
upon them when they first started. The adolescent males participating in this study acknowledged
that the “Becoming a Grown Man” process at times was challenging. The lessons challenged the
youth to recognize and address past negative behaviors and agree to new strategies to manage
their behaviors. Clinkinbeard and Zohra (2012) found that incarcerated adolescents have
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difficulty seeing past their current situation and identifying specific steps that could help them
achieve their desired future, despite that many adolescents recognize the importance of striving
for a prosperous future. The current evaluation study has possibly demonstrated that through
participation in the Hope 4 Boys program, the youth have learned and implemented new adaptive
ways of coping with life stressors with the support of caring mentors and exposure to socialemotional resources.
The curriculum’s objectives align with the positive youth development philosophy that
every child can grow up properly and avoid trouble if they are connected to various social
resources that encourage healthy development and discourage deviant behavior (Butts, Mayer, &
Ruth, 2005). All eight participants interviewed shared that the Hope 4 Boys program helped
them become grounded in their values, take responsibility for their actions, be selfless, and
pursue their purpose in life. The program participants indicated that the program inspired them to
think about their future. While in the program, the young men stated they felt good about
themselves when they went home and could apply the skills, they learned about becoming grown
men. For example, a youth shared how he now has responsibilities around the house and no
longer complains when he is asked to do something by his parent because grown men do not
behave in that way. These young men expressed a desire to have a better life, and by
participating in the Hope 4 Boys program and learning to become grown men, they were able to
start their journey. Throughout this theme, the participants reflect on having an increased sense
of hope for their future and abilities to achieve their goals, allowing them to find a way out of the
cycle of delinquency and incarceration. Many participants discussed how before Hope 4 Boys,
they had goals but never had the knowledge and resources necessary to accomplish them.
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Even though the program provides services to youth that have been labeled as a juvenile
delinquent through the FDJJ, the staff of the program do not directly refer to the youth as
delinquents. Instead, they reference the youth with positive labels and work with them from a
strength-based perspective rather than address their deficits. The labeling theory supports the
idea that delinquent behavior occurs due to labeling delinquent youth as criminals when the
opposite is recommended (Shoemaker, 2000). It is believed that youth will internalize the label
provided to them to confirm their identity. Therefore, through participation in the Hope 4 Boys
program, where the youth will receive acceptance, support, and motivation from staff to be a
G.R.O.W.N man, the participants may develop a new identity of self-worth. Development of a
new label may contribute to a decline in delinquent behaviors and future recidivism.
Academic Support. The fourth theme, “Getting Academic Help is OK,” focused on
youth receiving academic support through tutoring from staff and their peers. Every session
began with a thirty-minute to an hour tutoring session where the youth got support on current
academic work in English or Math or worked on foundational skills they lacked in English or
Math. Five out of eight of the youth shared that through the tutoring services twice a week, they
could better understand the concepts they were learning at school. Research has continuously
found that academic failure predicts later delinquency (Hawkins et al., 2000). With academic
failure being one of the main predictors for future delinquent behavior, diversion programs need
to provide academic support to youth as part of their rehabilitation process. In addition, several
studies have identified the following school factors to influence delinquent behavior, truancy,
academic failure, frequent school transitions, low bonding to school, and high delinquency at
school (Hawkins et al. 2000). A youth’s involvement in education and employment reduces their

103

likelihood of recidivism and encourages their involvement within the community (Zagar, Grove,
& Busch, 2013).
Participants expressed that they enjoyed helping their peers who struggled with certain
tasks because it made them feel useful, confident in their abilities, and supportive. Peer tutoring
is known to help youth improve academically, build relationships, engage in collaborative
learning experiences, and practice appropriate social interactions (Bowman-Perrott et al., 2013).
Research has shown that adolescents with a positive outlook on their academic abilities are
increasingly likely to set more goals for their life (Pintrich, 2000). Allowing the youth to lead
discussions or assist their peers through peer tutoring gave them a sense of leadership,
confidence, and self-worth.
One component of the I’m On My G.R.O.W.N man curriculum entailed providing a
structured learning environment that models democratic values and provides a safe learning
environment for learning, sharing, and cooperating. Through the implementation of academic
tutoring services, the program staff was hopeful that the young men would take the academic,
social, and behavioral skills they learned in tutoring and replicate those same skills in their
school and classroom environment. By implementing these skills, the youth would improve their
academic grades, relationships with teachers, and overall interest in school. Participants shared
that they became more interested in their academic work and even looked forward to attending
the tutoring sessions.
The Hope 4 Boys program appeared to help improve some participants’ confidence in
their academic abilities by implementing tutoring sessions during every program session where
academic support was provided. Academic confidence is the youth’s belief about completing an
assignment at a particular level to achieve a specific academic goal (Sander & Sanders, 2005).
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Youth came into the program lacking confidence about their academics, believing they were not
smart enough or fearful of being judged for getting questions wrong in the presence of their
peers. A few of the youth shared that the tutoring sessions allowed them to receive structured
one-on-one academic instruction on skills they struggle with at school. During tutoring time,
youth were given an active role in their education; they were allowed to take turns leading the
academic activities and discussions, and they said that helped them build up their academic
confidence. Overall, building the youth’s confidence helped them feel more comfortable
speaking in front of others and asking for help when needed.
Recreational Activities. The fifth theme, “Time for Some Fun,” reflected on the
interactive recreational activities that the youth got to engage in with each other. Three out of
eight of the youth described how they looked forward to the days they would go to the center so
they could play football, basketball, or video games with the other boys. The young men
expressed that they look forward to recreational time because they did not have the opportunity
to participate in extracurricular activities at home or in the community. They were unable to
participate due to not having others to engage in extracurricular activities with at home or in the
neighborhood and not having the necessary materials or equipment for the activity. One focus of
the program is getting youth involved in positive, cooperative activities within their school and
community settings through playing sports and completing service projects. The program does
this by exposing the young men to sports and community service activities. It is believed that
participation in these activities will decrease the amount of free time they have to engage in
delinquent activities and be surrounded by negative peer relationships. The Hope 4 Boys
program supports the belief that participation in extracurricular activities will help reduce stress
in a youth’s life, provide a sense of home, provide new coping strategies, improve physical
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health, and teach sportsmanship skills and teamwork. Research suggests that youth participating
in fitness activities or in a team sport may serve as a deterrent for delinquent behavior (Thames
& Vaisman-Tzachor, 2009).
Youth in the United States are spending more than half of their waking hours engaging in
leisure activities (Eccles, 2003). It is important to make sure the youth is engaged in appropriate
extracurricular activities and participating in the activities with an appropriate peer group for this
involvement in activities to be impactful. Agnew and Petersen (1989) found that youth
participation in structured extracurricular activities such as sports and clubs are connected to low
levels of delinquent behavior, while participation in low structured activities such as watching
television is linked to high levels of delinquent behavior. It is important to get youth involved in
extracurricular activities because it allows them to develop a positive coping strategy for when
they deal with life adversities. Youth engagement in extra-curricular activities can encourage
positive youth development because of the opportunities and support presented to them
compared to unstructured and unsupervised activities they may engage in in the house or
neighborhood (Fredrick & Eccles, 2006).
Daley and Leahy (2003) completed a research study involving 126 randomly selected
youth who participated in some form of extracurricular activities that occurred at their school and
a group of 63 youth who did not participate in any activities. The researchers found a positive
association between participation in activities and positive self-perception, indicating that youth
engaged in extracurricular activities on a regular basis viewed themselves in a positive manner.
Overall, engagement in extracurricular activities has been shown to help youth improve their
physical and mental health, sportsmanship skills, problem-solving skills, social interactions,
academic grades, and increased educational aspirations (Fredricks & Eccles, 2006).
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Break from Home. The sixth theme, “Break from Home,” reflects how the participants
described that they now have an outlet outside of the house since the beginning of the program.
The qualitative data showed that the participants perceived the Hope 4 Boys program as a
nurturing and safe environment that appreciated and cared for them despite their past choices.
During the qualitative interviews’ participants shared that they looked forward to going to the
program so they could get out of the house to escape chaotic environments and dysfunctional
relationships with family and friends. A few youth reported that they were not always motivated
to go to the sessions because they were not always in the mood to work on bettering their lives.
It is important to note that during this data collection period, the youth were experiencing
an increasing amount of time in their homes due to the shutdowns, stay-at-home orders, and
mandatory quarantine requirements for the Covid-19 virus outbreak. The youth may look
forward to leaving the house and coming to the program due to being confined at home and not
just because of their intrinsic motivation.
By leaving their homes to go to the program, the youth shared it was an opportunity to
briefly escape from their family and friends that encouraged or reminded them of the delinquent
behaviors that led them to the program. The program provided the youth with an outlet two days
a week for seven weeks; participants were able to escape people and stressful situations that
hindered their positive youth development. Some youth shared about their parental issues and
feelings of abandonment at home, which causes them to be distant from their parents or
guardian. The home and neighborhood environment are two settings in a youth’s life that could
expose them to several family-based and community-based risk factors. For example, parent and
sibling criminal activity, parental involvement, family structure, parenting style, and
neighborhood violence are common risk factors associated with delinquent behavior. The general
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strain theory believes that the stressors youth experience at home and community cause them to
become upset and turn to crime in an effort to cope with stress and discomfort (Agnew, 1985).
The home environment has been identified as one of the main factors associated with
juvenile delinquent behavior (Hawkins et al., 2000). Juvenile offenders are also more likely to
come from households with uninvolved parents than from households with involved parents
(Sarantakos, 1997). With the family environment and parental relationship playing a significant
role in youth’s engagement in delinquent behavior, diversion programs need to implement
family-based services to the family and the participating youth. The Hope 4 Boys program does
not provide specific services to the family in terms of parent-child relationships, parenting
methods, or family therapy. The participants of the qualitative interviews did not indicate that
they wanted family services, but they did express frustration with their family and home
dynamics.
The Hope 4 Boys program assisted youth in learning ways to cope in a healthy manner
and make positive decisions when experiencing environmental and community stressors. When
analyzing one’s environment, it is important to consider how one’s home environment can be a
risk or protective factor and negatively or positively impact their development and outcomes in
life. Having an understanding of the role that one’s community has on delinquent behaviors and
future recidivism is essential. Youth who are products of high crime and violent neighborhoods,
low-income communities, and dysfunctional parental relationships are more impressionable and
likely to engage in delinquent behaviors (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Katz, Kling, &
Liebman, 2001). Communities succumbed to high levels of poverty lack community-based
resources to support the community members, for instance, health services, prosocial
extracurricular activities, and quality educational resources.
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Limitations of the Study
There are several limitations of the current study that should be addressed. The first
limitation of this mixed-methods study was the small sample size that was utilized for the
quantitative and qualitative datasets. The quantitative dataset only included 22 participants,
making it difficult to test the relationship between the variables in question due to limited power.
The qualitative data was limited to only eight participants. The small sample size of the
quantitative and qualitative portions of the study limits the generalizability of the findings to
other juveniles. Additionally, the sample of this study was composed of participants only from
one specific diversion program in the state of FL, which may further limit the results
generalizability to other youth participating in other diversion programs.
Another limitation of the study was that the study did not have a control group. With the
study lacking a control group, the researcher cannot confidently say that the changes in hope, life
satisfaction, and resilience definitively came from the youth’s participation in the diversion
program. Without a control group, there is a possibility that the change found could be due to
other variables. Several other factors could account for the change in scores from the beginning
to the end of the intervention. For example, maturation, personal history, and individual
characteristics may contribute to post-intervention outcomes. In addition, there was the inability
to utilize random sampling due to the nature of the program. The researcher could not randomly
assign the young men to a waitlist control group and withhold services due to the youth being
legally placed into the diversion program by the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice. The
youth are legally required to receive the treatment. Due to the fact this study is not experimental,
a causal relationship between the Hope 4 Boys program and youth outcomes could not be
explored.
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Other limitations involve the diversion program itself. One limitation is that not every
cohort had the same curriculum instructor. The program had four main instructors that would be
responsible for teaching different components of the program, in addition to community
volunteers coming in to work with the kids. Instructor differences and their effect on the youth
may have also impacted the study’s outcome. The Hope 4 Boys program instructors do not
attend a formalized training program on the I’m On My G.R.O.W.N. Man curriculum. New
instructors are normally trained on the curriculum through observation and modeling from
current instructors. Even though the curriculum follows a specific 7-week structure, every
instructor will have their unique personality traits in how they deliver the curriculum and interact
with the youth. For this study, fidelity data on the program’s implementation was not collected.
There was no measurement of whether the program was delivered as intended to be during every
session. Evaluation of implementation fidelity is vital because this variable can moderate the
relationship between the intervention and outcomes, and fidelity assessments can prevent false
conclusions about an intervention’s effectiveness.
The last limitation of the study was the method for how youth are referred to the Hope 4
Boys Program. There is no transparent process for how youth are referred to the program by the
Department of Juvenile Justice. The decision to refer youth to Hope 4 Boys is at the discretion of
the referring individual that works for the Department of Juvenile Justice, and the department’s
systematic process for how youth are referred to diversion program. This study did not consider
the legal charges or specific reasons why youth were referred to the Hope 4 Boys program.
Recommendations for Future Research
Although this evaluation study addresses a few gaps in the current literature on juvenile
diversion programs and their impact on their behavior, social-emotional well-being, and
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relationships, there are still some recommendations for future research projects. There are several
possibilities for future studies into the subject of juvenile diversion programs and their
effectiveness for at-risk youth and youth involved in the juvenile justice system.
The first recommendation is for researchers to consider an in-depth qualitative evaluation
of the Hope 4 Boys Program. The current evaluation study only gathered minimal qualitative
data from a small number of youth participants. Specifically, researchers should use a larger
sample size that would interview present and past participants. Interviewing a larger number of
current program participants and past participants will help build a richer and more
comprehensive evaluation of how the Hope 4 Boys Program impacted the youth. This would
provide the program stakeholders with information on what current and past participants find
beneficial and non-beneficial. In addition, it would be advantageous to complete qualitative
interviews with the parents and guardians to hear their voice and gain their insight into how they
think the program has impacted their child. Collecting qualitative data from parents and
guardians will allow researchers to compare parent qualitative data to participant qualitative data.
This will provide stakeholders with insight on if parents have similar or different perceptions of
the program and its impact on the youth’s behavior and relationships within the home and
community environment. Several studies evaluating juvenile diversion programs lack input from
the parents and guardians of program participants (Magidson & Kidd, 2021). Gathering
qualitative data from parents and guardians would provide a different perception of the
effectiveness of the Hope 4 Boys program.
The program was associated with gain on multiple indicators of positive youth
development. However, this study did not assess recidivism among the participating juveniles. In
the literature on juvenile delinquents and determining the effectiveness of intervention programs,
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it is prevalent for researchers to analyze the outcome variable recidivism to determine if the
program was effective for the participant or not. Future program evaluations of the Hope 4 Boys
program should consider including recidivism as an outcome variable to be analyzed. More
specifically, the program should evaluate recidivism at different time points after completing the
program (i.e., 3-months, 6-months, 12-months, and 2-years).
Future research also should expand upon the outcome variables to be analyzed.
Researchers should consider other areas of the youth’s life that could be impacted by delinquent
behaviors and can be measured over time through participation in a diversion program. For
example, the following are common factors that have been found to be impacted by delinquent
behavior and developmental success of youth that could be assessed from pre-intervention and
post-intervention, school-based measures (grades and discipline referrals), psychological
measures (internalizing and externalizing disorders), and social-emotional measures (peerrelationships) (Forehand, Biggar, & Kotchik, 1998; Sameroff et al., 1998). Future research
studies should continue to explore youth’s self-reported feelings, perceptions, and experiences
concerning diversion programs as well. Moreover, future studies should assess how demographic
information of participating youth (i.e., race, grade, parental marital status, or living
arrangements) affects changes in their outcome variables (i.e., resilience, life satisfaction, and
hope) from pre- to post-intervention.
In addition, future research should evaluate the actual effects of the Hope 4 Boys
program. A future evaluation should analyze its effectiveness using a control or comparison
group with youth who did not participate in the Hope 4 Boys program. Furthermore, a
longitudinal study that includes a comparison group would be beneficial to determine outcomes
over a long time period. The outcome variables were only assessed over a short time period (i.e.,
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7-weeks). It would be helpful for program evaluators to follow program participants across more
prolonged periods (i.e., 6-months, 12-months, and 2-years) to determine whether any increases in
life outcomes maintain over time.
In this current study, the researcher could not identify which specific program
components (mentoring, tutoring, peer relationships, and G.R.O.W.N. Man lessons) of the Hope
4 Boys program were most effective. Future research should evaluate which specific program
components of Hope 4 Boys have the most significant impact on participants’ positive character
traits and behavior. Identifying the most important components of the program will allow staff to
adjust more time on those program components with the participants. It will also alert the
program staff to the least preferred program components as well as inform staff of components
they may need to improve upon or make more engaging for the participants.
Lastly, there has been decades of research conducted to understand and address the racial
disparities that occur at the various stages of processing in the juvenile justice system. Future
research should evaluate the referral process to the Hope 4 Boys program. At this time the
process for how youth get referred to the program is unclear so it would be beneficial to
stakeholders to clearly identify the systematic referral process being utilized. The majority of the
participants in this study were African American followed by identifying as Mixed-Race
indicating that most of the program participants referred to the program during the data
collection period were from a minoritized background. The researcher thinks it would be
beneficial to assess the role that race of the youth has in assigning them to the Hope 4 Boys
diversion program. As well, future research should consider if race plays a role in determining
placement of youth into secure confinement or a juvenile diversion program.
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Implications for School Psychologist
Hope 4 Boys program is a community-based program that provides at-risk youth with
positive resources that promote their hope, life satisfaction, and resilience. However, it is
imperative that when youth complete the Hope 4 Boys program that their outcomes are
maintained and supported back at school, home, and within the community. Through the
program evaluation the researcher was able to identify components of the program that the
participants enjoyed and may have helped improve their hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency.
The school system needs to build a collaborative relationship with community-based diversion
programs in order to provide continuous services and program implementation in the school
settings for youth involved in the Hope 4 Boys program and juvenile justice system.
The current study has implications for school-based mental health providers (i.e., school
psychologist, school social workers, and school counselors), who work with youth involved in
the juvenile justice system and in the Hope 4 Boys diversion program. School-based mental
health providers should be involved in identifying evidence-based programs to utilize with
students involved in the juvenile justice system in order to promote positive youth development
and the students’ complete mental health. The school environment and staff can assist youth
with the reinforcement of skills acquired during the program and the transfer of learning to life
back at school and at home. Results of this study support the importance of targeting hope, life
satisfaction, and resiliency of youth involved in diversion programs, as these areas have been
shown to improve over time with the right intervention strategies.
Further, school-based mental health providers supporting youth involved in the juvenile
justice system should consider providing additional mental health and educational supports to
youth participating in Hope 4 Boys and other juvenile justice programs. Youth involved in the
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juvenile justice system are known to experience academic failure, dropping out of school, low
attendance rates, and poor school attachment (Wong, Slotboom, & Bijleveld, 2010). With those
known factors it’s important to make sure that the school environment has the necessary
academic and mental health resources available for this population of students in order for them
to be successful at school. More specifically, based on the results of this study this target
population would benefit from working with school providers on goal setting and planning,
academic tutoring, getting involved in structural and fulfilling extra-curricular activities, and
building quality interactions with mentors, peers, and teachers. In addition, it will be important
for the school psychologist or other mental health team members to train teachers on how to
work with youth involved in the juvenile justice system. Teachers could provide youth with
academic support and tutoring, mentorship, and positive reinforcement for appropriate behavior.
Hope 4 Boys Program Recommendations
Several findings were identified through the quantitative and qualitative portion of the
study that has important implications for the future implementation of the Hope 4 Boys program.
The following recommendations are made to help, guide, and enhance the goals of the Hope 4
Boys Program.
This study was the first program evaluation that was conducted on the Hope 4 Boys
program. Programs need to establish a standard evaluation system that will allow for a
continuous assessment of whether the program is achieving its intended goals. In order to begin
the process of creating a standard evaluation practice, the Hope 4 Boys staff should start with
establishing a database that houses detailed information about their participants. There is no
current system or database to gather and store participants’ informational data at the program
currently; the Hope 4 Boys staff should create a database. The database should store the
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following participant data: grades, discipline history, the reason for referral, length of time in the
program, program outcome, recidivism, and social-emotional data over time. By creating this
database, it will allow for easy access to program evaluation data. As well the database might be
able to assist with creating a follow-up component to the program to where youth can be
contacted and continue to provide data months and years after completing the program.
The program staff should consider expanding the duration of the program beyond the 7weeks. A number of the participants in the qualitative interview discussed wanting to continue
on in the program because they enjoyed engaging in program activities and wanted to continue
their mentor relationships and friendships they built. Extending upon the program may allow for
more program components (i.e., family sessions, community service projects, and counseling) to
be implemented and strengthen the impact that the program has for participants. In addition,
throughout the qualitative interviews the youth provided an in-depth explanation of the program
components that they found to be beneficial and enjoyable. Specifically, they enjoyed having
structured extracurricular activities, tutoring sessions, the program curriculum and mentorship
time. Given that the youth appreciate these aspects of the program, the researcher recommends
that the program continues to offer these services and opportunities for future participants.
In order to successfully rehabilitate juvenile youth, diversion programs have to offer a
variety of support to the youth and their families (Sullivan et al., 2007). Another
recommendation for the Hope 4 Boys program is for the staff to consider implementing a family
component into the program. A number of the youth discussed in the qualitative interviews that
there are family dynamic and relationship concerns in their household that impact their
development. For instance, the program should consider incorporating parenting courses that will
provide the families with tools to best support their child while in the program and after
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completion or family therapy sessions that will help address the parent-child relationships.
Parents could come to the youth center for a weekly session and receive information on
discipline techniques, healthy communication, and family therapy. Parents of youth involved in
the juvenile justice system often need additional support in addressing their child’s behaviors in
the home environment. Incorporating parenting sessions can help with rebuilding relationships
between parents and children and improve parent’s confidence to manage their child’s behaviors.
Research has shown parents and guardians play an important role in mitigating their child’s
problem behaviors (Derzon & Lipsey, 2000).
The qualitative interviews provided evidence of intervention acceptability. The
participants in the program shared how they perceived the program to be an appropriate and
effective diversion program. Possibly due to the fact that the participants perceived view the
program as a beneficial and effective in their lives, the program was able to retain all of their
participants from the beginning to the end of the intervention. Continuing the implementation of
qualitative interviews in the evaluation process is needed, due to the depth of information they
provide to the stakeholders.
At this time the program does not have an established formal training process for its staff
members that teach them how to administer the curriculum. New instructors would benefit from
a formalized training on curriculum administration and how to work with youth involved in the
juvenile justice system. Once the program has established a formal training process it would then
be beneficial for the program to measure fidelity of program implementation. This process will
assess whether the program is being implemented as intended and that all program participants
are getting the same intervention experience. Evaluation of implementation fidelity is important
because this factor can moderate the relationship between the intervention and participant

117

outcomes. Also, fidelity monitoring can prevent false conclusions about an intervention’s
success.
Conclusion
Juvenile delinquency continues to be a societal issue, with over one million juvenile
arrests occurring in 2012, with an overrepresentation of male and minority youth being arrested
(Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2012). With an overwhelming amount of juvenile crime cases
over the past few decades, the increase in juvenile crime has become highly troubling to the
nation (Hahn, 2002). Given the lack of evidence-based diversion programs and their
effectiveness in working with youth, an evaluation of the Hope 4 Boys program was warranted.
This study was developed to add to the body of literature on effective intervention methods that
decrease delinquent behaviors, decrease involvement with the juvenile detention center, and
increase positive youth development. The program evaluation also aimed to provide feedback
and recommendations to the Hope 4 Boys staff for future program implementation. The
development of the Hope 4 Boys program is just one of the many youth diversion programs that
have been created to reduce juvenile recidivism rates and strengthen positive youth development.
The program focused on holding the young men accountable for their behaviors and actions,
while diverting them away from formal court processing and incarceration in the juvenile
detention centers. Several diversion programs are operating across Florida and the United States
of America. However, they do not have a formal and consistent evaluation structure to determine
if the program is beneficial to the youth and the families they are supposed to be serving.
The overall mission of the Hope 4 Boys program is to benefit the youth and support the
surrounding communities they serve in the process of preventing recidivism. The program
provides youth with positive support and resources that promotes resilient behaviors. Hopefully,
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the results of this study will influence other researchers and community agencies to partner
together to develop a consistent and systematic way to evaluate the effectiveness of juvenile
diversion programs. It is essential that once youth complete and leave the Hope 4 Boys program
that their improvements and gains in the studied outcomes are maintained and supported when
they are back in the community, school, and home environment.
The Hope 4 Boys program is a gender-specific program that helps young men understand
what being a G.R.O.W.N. man and making positive, mature male decisions entails. The program
targets boys who desire to engage in illegal activities or risky behaviors and commit to changing
their future behaviors. The first program evaluation of the Hope 4 Boys program indicates that
youth participation in the program may significantly increase participants’ level of hope for the
future, life satisfaction, and resiliency. Results did not indicate that a youth’s level of risk
impacted their levels of hope, life satisfaction, and resiliency over time. Overall, the results and
recommendations obtained during the program evaluation of the Hope 4 Boys program may
provide vital information toward the development and implementation of current and future
juvenile diversion programs. Diversion programs continue to be developed and implemented in
order to reduce and prevent delinquent behavior, but further research is still needed to address
the gaps in determining the effectiveness of diversion programs.
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Appendix B: Demographic Form
Directions: Please complete each question to the best of your knowledge bye either circling the
appropriate answer or filling in the appropriate description. Please answer every question
honestly. This survey is completely anonymous. We will not ask for your name. We appreciate
your time!
1. How old are you? _______
2. What grade are you in?
a. 6th Grade
b. 7th Grade
c. 8th Grade
d. 9th Grade

e. 10th Grade
f. 11th Grade
g. 12th Grade

3. Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin?
a. Yes
b. No
4. What is your race? (Circle all that apply):
a. American Indian or Alaskan Native
Islander
b. Asian
c. Black or African American
5. Are your biological parents:
a. Married
b. Divorced
c. Separated
6. Who do you live with?
a. Mother and Father
b. Mother only
c. Father only
d. Mother and Stepfather

d. Native Hawaiian or Pacific
e. White
f. Mixed (two or more) races

d. Never married
e. Never married but living together
f. Widowed

e. Father and Stepmother
f. Grandparent (s)
g. Other relative: _____________________
h. Other: ___________________
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Appendix C: Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale

1

2

3

4

5

6

2. My life is just right

1

2

3

4

5

6

3. I would like to change many things in my life*

1

2

3

4

5

6

4. I wish I had a different kind of life*

1

2

3

4

5

6

5. I have a good life

1

2

3

4

5

6

6. I have what I want in life

1

2

3

4

5

6

7. My life is better than most kids'

1

2

3

4

5

6

your life has been during most of this time. Here are some questions that ask you to indicate
your satisfaction with life. In answering each statement, circle a number from (1) to (6)
where (1) indicates you strongly disagree with the statement and (6) indicates you strongly
agree with the statement.
*Items marked with an asterisk are reversed scored.
Scoring: Average Global Life Satisfaction
Subtract answers to questions #3 and #4 from the number 7. Add these new scores for 3
and 4 to scores on questions #1, #2, #5, #6, #7. Divide total by 7 to calculate the average
global life satisfaction score.
1____ + 2____ + Reversed 3____ + Reversed 4 ____ + 5____ + 6 ____ + 7 ____ =
_____ / 7 = _____
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Strongly
Agree

Slightly
Agree

1. My life is going well

Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Directions: We would like to know what thoughts about life you've had during the past
several weeks. Think about how you spend each day and night and then think about how

Appendix D: The Children’s Hope Scale
Directions: The six sentences below describe how children think about themselves and how they do
things in general. Read each sentence carefully. For each sentence, please think about how you are in
most situations. Place a check inside the circle that describes YOU the best. Please answer every question
by putting a check in one of the circles. There are no right or wrong answers.
1. I think I am doing pretty well.

None of
the time
1

A little
of the time
2

Some of
the time
3

A lot of
the time
4

Most of
the time
5

All of
the time
6

2. I can think of many ways to get the things in life that are most important to me.

None of
the time
1

A little
of the time
2

Some of
the time
3

A lot of
the time
4

Most of
the time
5

All of
the time
6

A lot of
the time
4

Most of
the time
5

All of
the time
6

3. I am doing just as well as other kids my age.

None of
the time
1

A little
of the time
2

Some of
the time
3

4. When I have a problem, I can come up with lots of ways to solve it.

None of
the time
1

A little
of the time
2

Some of
the time
3

A lot of
the time
4

Most of
the time
5

All of
the time
6

5. I think the things I have done in the past will help in the future.

None of
the time
1

A little
of the time
2

Some of
the time
3

A lot of
the time
4

Most of
the time
5

All of
the time
6

6. Even when others want to quit, I know that I can find ways to solve the problem.

None of
the time
1

A little
of the time
2

Some of
the time
3

A lot of
the time
4
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Most of
the time
5

All of
the time
6

Appendix E: Youth Risk and Resilience Inventory
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Appendix E: Youth Risk and Resilience Inventory (continued)
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Appendix E: Youth Risk and Resilience Inventory (continued)
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Appendix F: Individual Interview Protocol -Hope 4 Boys Participants
Hello, my name is Justine Connolly, I am a doctoral student in the school psychology program at
the University of South Florida. Thank you for scheduling time to meet with us in a one-to-one
setting to discuss your experiences in the Hope 4 Boys Program. During this time, I will be
asking you a few questions to gain insight into your experiences in Hope 4 Boys and the impact
it has had on your life.
Before we begin, we want to stress the importance of confidentiality. What you say will not be
used against you in any way. All of your responses will be recorded with the use of a digital
recorder and later transcribed for final analysis. The recordings will only be used for this
research study and will be destroyed at the completion of this study. In order to ensure each
participants confidentiality, only the researchers of this study and the Directors of Hope 4 Boys
will have access to this data. The participants names will not be utilized in the final research
product.
Some responses provided may require the researcher to ask follow up questions for clarity. The
information provided by the participant during interview will be combined in order to identify
common themes and experiences from the Hope 4 Boys program. Each participant has the right
to end the interview at any time and can ask the researchers to remove their responses from the
final analysis at any time.
Interview Leading Question:
“Tell me about your experience in the Hope 4 Boys program from the time you entered until you
finished.”
Additional Prompts:
1. What do you remember most about your experience in Hope 4 Boys program?
2. What is the most important part of the Hope 4 Boys program?
3. How would you describe your experience or relationship with the other boys in
the group?
4. What did you enjoy most about the program?
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Appendix F: Individual Interview Protocol -Hope 4 Boys Participants (continued)
5. What did you enjoy least about the program?
6. How did Hope 4 Boys change you?
7. What parts of the program helped you in school?
8. What parts of the program helped you with your family relationships?
9. How would you describe the effect Hope 4 Boys has had in your life? And why?
a. What has affected you the most from the program? And why?
b. What has affected you the least from the program? And why?
Thank you for your participation in this session, we have completed the interview at this time. As
stated earlier, all of your information will confidential and will be coded to use in the analysis of
this report.
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Appendix G: Participant-Parent Consent
This study is conducted to understand the effects of the Hope 4 Boys Program on various youth
outcomes. The study will be used to collect data to measure quantitative and qualitative
outcomes of the Hope 4 Boys Program. The researcher will administer questionnaires, and, for
some, conduct interviews to obtain their opinions of the Hope 4 Boys Program.
I, _________________agree to let my son/daughter to participate in the research project being
done by Justine Connolly, Ed.S. under the supervision of Dr. Shannon Suldo.
I understand that the research project will help the Hope 4 Boys Program learn about what is
effective and beneficial in their program. It will also help Hope 4 Boys understand the needs of
the participants and their families who are involved in the program.
By signing this form I understand that my child will be asked to complete 3 questionnaires.
Filling out these questionnaires will take my child about 30-45 minutes to complete. All
interview sessions will occur face-to-face in a one-on-one setting and no identifiers will be used.
The interview session should last between 1 to 1.5 hours. All questionnaires and unstructured
interview will be completed at the location of the Hope 4 Boys Program.
I understand that there are no direct advantages to completing these questionnaires for my child
or myself. The findings of this study will be shared with the program director, this may help with
improving the program.
I understand that there are some possible risks for participating in the research study. Some
children may feel uncomfortable or distressed when responding to some questions about their
lives. If at any time my child feels some discomfort completing the questionnaire or responding
to questions in the interviews, they are free to skip any question that they do not wish to answer
or remove them from the session. My child has the right to not answer any questions that make
him uncomfortable.
I understand that my child’s participation is totally voluntary and not mandatory. I may refuse to
allow my child to participate, change my mind about my child participating, or stop participating
in this research at any time without any negative consequences.
If my child does not participate in this research study, this will not affect being in the Hope 4
Boys Program. My child will have every opportunity to successfully complete Hope 4 Boys
Program without any problems or pressure if he does not participate in the research study.
I understand the researcher, Justine Connolly, will take all reasonable steps to protect the
confidentiality of my child’s records and my child’s identity will NOT be revealed in any
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Appendix G: Participant-Parent Consent (continued)
publication that may result from this project. Their name will not be used in any findings and
reports generated from this project; each participant will be assigned a specific ID. The
confidentiality of my child’s records will be kept in a way that will NOT violate any state and
federal laws.
I understand that Justine Connolly is willing to answer any questions I may have about this
research study. I understand that I may contact her supervisor, Dr. Shannon Suldo, at (813) 9742223, if I have other questions or concerns about this research project. If I have questions about
my rights as a research participant, I understand that I can contact Justine Connolly directly via
phone at (407) 883-3796.
I understand the information about participation in this research project. I have received a copy
of this informed consent form, which I have read and understand. I therefore consent for my
child to participate in the research study described above.
_____________________________
Parent/Legal Guardian Signature
_____________________________
Date
______________________________
Name of Youth
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Appendix H: Youth Assent Form
I, _________________agree to let my son/daughter to participate in the research project being done by
Justine Connolly, Ed.S. under the supervision of Dr. Shannon Suldo.
I understand that the research project will help the Hope 4 Boys Program learn about what is effective and
beneficial in their program. It will also help Hope 4 Boys understand the needs of the participants and
their families that are involved in the program.
By signing this form, I understand that my child will be asked to complete 3 questionnaires. Filling out
these questionnaires will take my child about 30-45 minutes to complete before the first session of the
program and at the end of the last session of the program. Each interview session will occur face-to-face
in a one to one setting and no identifiers will be used. The interview session should last between 1 to 1.5
hours. All questionnaires and interviews will be completed at the location of the Hope 4 Boys Program.
I understand that there are no direct advantages to completing these questionnaires for myself. The
findings of this study will be shared with the program director, this may help with improving the program.
I understand that there are some possible risks for participating in the research study. Some youth may
feel uncomfortable or distressed when responding to some questions about their lives. I have the right to
not answer any questions that make him uncomfortable.
I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I may refuse to participate, change my mind about
my child participating, or stop participating in this research at any time without any negative
consequences. If I do not participate in this research study, this will not affect being in the Hope 4 Boys
Program. I will have every opportunity to successfully complete Hope 4 Boys Program without any
problems or pressure if I decide not to participate in the research study.
I understand the researcher, Justine Connolly, will take all reasonable steps to protect the confidentiality
of my records and my identity will NOT be revealed in any publication that may result from this project.
The confidentiality of my records will be kept in a way that will NOT violate any state and federal laws.
I understand that Justine Connolly is willing to answer any questions I may have about this research
study. I understand that I may contact her supervisor, Dr. Shannon Suldo, at (813) 974-2223, if I have
other questions or concerns about this research project. If I have questions about my rights as a research
participant, I understand that I can contact Justine Connolly directly via phone at (407) 883-3796.
I understand the information about participation in this research project. I have received a copy of this
youth assent form, which I have read and understand. I therefore voluntarily agree to participate in the
research study described above.
_______________________

_____________________________

Youth’s Signature

Date
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